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ABSTRACT
Student Expectations and Motivation in Spanish for Heritage Speakers Programs
by
Sergio A. Guzman
Dr. Steven G. McCafferty, Examination Committee Chair
Professor of Applied Linguistics
University of Nevada, Las Vegas
The changing demographics in the United States and the growing need for multilingual
individuals originated by globalization, among other reasons, have contributed to the emergence
of a new field within the area of Applied Linguistics: The Teaching and Learning of Heritage
Languages. Due to historical and geographic causes, Spanish for Heritage Speakers (SHS) is
currently the largest and most established of these programs. However, the curricula, like those
of most college courses, has been developed from professors’ perspectives, largely ignoring what
students want to learn and/or their motives for enrolling in these classes. The lack of student
input is especially poignant because, unlike with other programs, there is a deep and unique
connection between these individuals and their heritage language. Therefore, the present study
set out to find out what students expected to learn, as well as what they wanted to learn in their
SHS courses. As closely related topics and to further understand the students’ perspective, the
research also investigated why they enrolled in SHS classes and how satisfied they were with
these programs. The study was designed as a mixed methods inquiry that included a student
survey, student and professor interviews, and classroom observations. This design followed
similar published articles and it was an attempt to capture a large data sample and to triangulate
the qualitative information with quantitative figures. The data was collected at four large
universities located the Southwest region of the United States. It included 120 student surveys,
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30 student interviews, eight professor interviews, and nine classroom observations. The results
showed that while students were keen about improving their grammatical competence, the end
purpose and motivation were enhancing communication with their families, friends, and heritage
language (HL) community at-large. Therefore, the curricular implications included surveying
student interests and needs at the beginning of every semester and incorporating a servicelearning component that would directly connect students with their HL community.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION
Based on the information from the 2010 Census, the population of Hispanic or Latino
origin has surpassed African Americans as the largest minority in the United States.
Hispanics/Latinos were 16.3% of the total U.S. population. These numbers grow daily through
both births and immigration, making America the fifth most populous Spanish-speaking country
in the world; only Mexico, Spain, Colombia, and Argentina have a larger Spanish-speaking
population. These changing demographics are turning Hispanics into the new target for, among
others, corporate America and politicians hoping to get (re)elected. Even in the current antiimmigrant atmosphere, the Latino market and its millions of voters are being courted by many,
as evidenced by the abundance of television and printed media ads in both English and Spanish.
In Nevada, the strength of these numbers helped elect the first Latina in the history of our
democracy to the U.S. Senate (Sen. Catherine Cortez-Masto) and the first Nevada Latino to the
U.S. Congress (Rep. Ruben Kihuen). Another area being significantly impacted by these
growing numbers is education, since a very large percentage (38.5 %) of this population is under
21 years of age (U.S. Census Bureau, 2014). Although some people may think that this affects
only Bilingual Education and English as a Second Language (ESL) classes, there are other
programs that have been growing and expanding. That is the case of Spanish for Heritage
Speakers (SHS), as it is currently known.
Brief History of SHS Programs
According to Valdés (1997), the idea of teaching Spanish to those who already spoke it is
not as recent as some might imagine; rather, it has been a topic of discussion in certain
educational circles since the 1930’s. This makes sense if one considers that Spanish-speaking
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people have lived in some parts of what today is the United States for centuries. However, it was
not until colleges and universities experienced an increased enrollment of Hispanic students in
the late 1970’s and early 1980’s that some Foreign Language departments noticed that their
traditional basic programs were not appropriate for those students who had a family connection
to the culture and some level of proficiency in the Spanish language. This realization validated
the creation and/or expansion of programs that were initially called Spanish for Native Speakers
(SNS) or Spanish for Bilingual Students (Valdés 1997). However, this was a less than ideal
situation because the programs only existed at a few institutions and they usually had a
“corrective” orientation: “If classes for bilingual students were present in the curriculum at all,
they were seen as a special “remedial” sideline to which in fact, the very title remedial was often
given.” (Valdés 2000, p. 9).
Fortunately for SNS programs and students, this was also the time when a number of
articles and textbooks began to get published. These articles, many of which came out in a single
collection (Valdés, Lozano, & García Moya 1981), covered a variety of topics from curricular
recommendations to assessment, and had the overall effect of beginning to define the area. The
publication of the textbooks (Burunat & Starcevic, 1983; Mejías & Garza-Swan, 1981; Miguélez
& Sandoval, 1987; Valdés & Teschner, 1978) also had a positive effect: “Practitioners,
especially at the university level, settled into what appeared to be comfortable teaching patterns
using a variety of readily available materials.” (Valdés 1997, p. 11).
The second half of the 1980’s and the 1990’s meant new challenges for SNS programs.
Probably the most important of these were: The practical problems resulting from the wide
variety of students’ language proficiency; the lack of appropriately trained faculty, most of
whom came from an elitist background in literature; and the on-going shift in the profession
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from grammar instruction to proficiency-oriented education. During these years, SNS programs
continued to grow and expand; and the practitioners and experts in the field continued to publish
related pieces, notably among them, another collection of articles (Merino, Trueba, & Samaniego
1993). One of the important topics discussed in a number of the articles from these years, was
the controversial question of what variety of Spanish should be taught and/or emphasized in
classroom instruction. (Hidalgo 1990; Villa 1996). Furthermore, the evolving views within the
field were also reflected in its terminology. As the expressions heritage language (HL) and
heritage speaker gained acceptance, SNS courses became known as Spanish for Heritage
Speakers (SHS).
The first few years of the 21st century have been witness to a growing interest and
concern for the teaching/learning of heritage languages (HL); not only in the United States, but
in other countries with significant number of immigrant populations such as Canada and
Australia. This educational movement, now consider a new subfield within Applied Linguistics,
has served to fully legitimize SHS programs as needed, worthy, and valid. Furthermore, new
anthologies of articles describing and analyzing the field (Beaudrie & Fairclough, 2012; Trifonas
& Aravossitas, 2014), as well as books providing practical advise for different aspects of the HL
classroom (Beaudrie, Ducar, & Potowski, 2014; Fairclough & Beaudrie, 2016) have been
published recently. Nonetheless, because it is a new area of study, many questions remain
unanswered and/or unexplored. As some experts in the field have noticed (Valdés 1989, 1995,
2005; Roca 1997), extensive research is needed to continue moving SHS programs and students
in a positive direction.
Purpose of the Study
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My own experience designing and teaching the SHS program at the College of Southern
Nevada (CSN) is the genesis of my research interest in these courses and it is also closely related
to the purpose of the study. Several years ago, after teaching for a couple of semesters at CSN, it
became clear to me that the significant number of orally-proficient Hispanic students that
enrolled in our Spanish for non-natives (SNN) classes would be better served by a program
designed for their specific strengths and needs. Although I had personally never taught such a
course, I was familiar with the SNS program at my alma mater, the University of Texas at El
Paso (UTEP), as I myself had taken the last course in their then four-semester sequence.
Moreover, later on I had also tutored a couple of students enrolled in the first and second
semesters of that program. Armed with that background, a little guidance from one of my former
professors at UTEP, and a lot of good intentions, I set out to create a “great SHS program.” A
program that, I was certain, would solve all the problems created by having both native and nonnative students together in the same classes. However, I soon discovered that the issues involved
in creating and maintaining a successful SHS program are a lot more complex than they might
initially appear.
One of the things that I became aware of after teaching in the SHS program for two
semesters was that the topics and skills that I was excited about teaching were not necessarily
received with the same enthusiasm by my students. For example, my excitement about teaching
accentuation rules was met with a student reaction that regarded the topic as too difficult, boring,
and even unnecessary. Furthermore, every semester it is a struggle to enroll and retain students in
the program; even at the North Las Vegas campus in which at least 25% of the student
population is of Hispanic origin. These circumstances led me to wonder: What was our program
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missing? What did I not know about my students? What were they not getting? And especially,
what do they want from these courses?
Studies on students’ beliefs and perceptions about foreign language learning have found
that there are differences in how teachers and students see these programs (Horwitz, 1989; Kern,
1995). As Horwitz (1989) notes: “The classroom realities are often perceived differently by
students and teachers.” (p. 63). Other studies (Alalou & Chamberlain, 1999; Price & Gascoigne,
2006) have found that students have very diverse motivations to enroll in foreign language
courses. Clearly, just like students’ input is important when developing French or Spanish 101, it
should also be taken into account to design heritage language programs such as SHS. It is my
opinion that for heritage language programs to continue growing and improving, it is essential to
investigate and integrate more broadly what students want to get out of these classes. Writing
within the context of Bilingual Education and SHS programs, Benjamin (1997) argues that we
should consider adding one more point to SHS goals: “Perhaps we should add…:What are our
students’ goals?” (p. 47). To make clear why this is so important for the future of heritage
language programs, Benjamin (1997) explains:
If we truly wish to reconceptualize the teaching of heritage languages, then we must
include our students’ perspectives. Without those perspectives we may continue to
believe that we are leading our students in a particular direction, only to find out that we
have no followers. (p. 47)
Therefore, the purpose of the study is to find out more about the perspectives of students
enrolled in different SHS programs. More specifically, the study seeks to find out what students
expect to get out of their classes, why they enroll in these programs in the first place, and what
do they think of their particular SHS program.
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Research Questions
Students’ expectations, motivations, and attitudes in SHS programs have been researched
in a few studies. Mikulski (2006) focused on university students’ motivations, attitudes, and
goals. Oh and Nash (2014) compared the attitudes and motivations of heritage language learners
and second language learners towards learning Spanish at the university level. Reber and Geeslin
(1998), Schwarzer and Petron (2005) studied students’ attitudes and perceptions, also at the
university level. Wharry (1993) investigated the different types of motivations that Native
American, Vietnamese American and Hispanic American college students have to study and
maintain their heritage languages. At the junior high school level, Beckstead and Toribio (2003)
looked at students’ language attitudes and history for both English and Spanish; while Romero
(2000) studied what works with high school heritage language learners. Although these studies
have contributed to the general knowledge of heritage languages teaching and learning, and more
specifically to SHS programs; the need remains for more knowledge on students’ perceptions
and goals, especially from a study that includes a higher number of subjects (30), who come
from different schools (4), and from different states (3) of the country. This study examines
students’ opinions in regards to their expectations, motivations, and attitudes by exploring the
following questions:
1. What are the specific academic expectations and interests of students enrolled in SHS
courses? What do they expect to learn and what do they want to learn?
2. What motivates students to enroll in SHS courses?
3. How do students feel about their SHS classes? Do these programs attend to their
needs/expectations?
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4. What do SHS professors think their students expect to learn? What do they think their
students want to learn? What do SHS professors think motivates their students to enroll in
their courses? How satisfied do SHS professors think their students are with their
courses?
Significance of the study
When students enroll in a class that is supposed to be designed for their specific needs,
skills, and background–such as SHS; it would be reasonable to assume that these students come
into such programs with certain expectations and motivations. However, as the few studies
conducted on this topic (Mikulski, 2006; Schwarzer & Petron, 2005) suggest, these expectations
and motivations are not always met; partially, because they are not known or understood by the
professors. Moreover, many of the studies that have examined motivation in heritage language
programs (Kondo-Brown, 2001; Sung & Padilla, 1998; Tse, 1997; Wharry, 1993) use Gardner
and Lambert’s (1972) integrative-instrumental motivation model as their theoretical framework.
This dichotomous model, while very helpful at the onset of studies on foreign language learning
motivation, has proven to be static and incomplete, as it does not account for “new and emerging
types of L2 orientations in different L2 contexts for different learners and languages” (Husseinali
2006, p. 397) or for issues such as relations of power and how motives change through time.
Furthermore, a pilot study conducted during the spring 2006 semester yielded some
interesting results. Among the findings were some discrepancies between what the SHS students
expected to learn and what they actually wanted to learn. Also relevant was the high percentage
of ambivalent attitudes that the subjects held about their variety of Spanish, and the fact that the
most frequent type of motivation reported would be classified as instrumental, not integrative as
other studies (Schwarzer & Petron, 2005; Wharry, 1993) have found.
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The present study addressed all these issues. First, the study examined the discrepancy
between what students expected to learn and what they wanted to learn in SHS courses. Second,
the study examined how well student needs were met by SHS programs. These two points are
relevant because it means that the study extends the very limited research (Mikulski, 2006;
Schwarzer & Petron, 2005) conducted on this topic; so, it fills in a gap on HL and SHS research.
Third, since the study inquires about the students’ motives for enrolling in these courses,
it also expands the knowledge on the different types of motivation present in SHS programs,
even if they do not fit into the integrative-instrumental model. Fourth, the study is also relevant
because it contributes to our understanding of students’ attitudes toward SHS programs, as well
as the Spanish language and culture. Fifth, it compared students’ and professors’ ideas about
expectations, motivation, and course satisfaction. Finally, and most importantly, the study is
significant because the findings on students’ expectations, motivation and attitudes can, and
should, be used to make curricular changes to SHS programs to better serve the needs of these
students.
Definitions of Terms
Heritage language (HL) is a language that has a special connection to an individual,
typically because it is, or was, the native language of his/her family.
Heritage language speaker is an individual who acquired at least basic speaking
proficiency in his/her heritage language.
Spanish for Heritage Speakers (SHS) are language programs designed for students who
were exposed to Spanish at home and/or through their families and who acquired at least a basic
speaking proficiency.
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Second language (L2) is a non-heritage, non-native language typically learned in a formal
classroom setting.
Basic speaking proficiency is the ability to understand and speak at beginninghigh/intermediate-low levels. The ability is limited by the number of contexts and functions in
which individuals can perform, as well as by the level of accuracy.
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CHAPTER 2
REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE
Definitions of Heritage Language and Heritage Learner
Because the terms heritage language and heritage language speaker/learner have only
existed for a few years, most people—even in the disciplines of Applied Linguistics and
Language Learning—are not completely clear what they refer to. Nonetheless, everybody in the
field seems to understand the importance of an accurate definition. After all, it would have the
primary purpose of clarifying who and what these terms are meant to speak of. However, there is
also socio-political dimension to this type of labels “because they help to shape the status of the
learners and the languages they are learning (Wiley 2001, p. 35). This point has been further
explored in the writing of some scholars who have applied a critical view to the matter.
Hornberger (2005), for example, posits that heritage learners should be defined not only by ties
to a family language, but by each individual exercising their agency to verify if they see
themselves as a heritage learner of said language. Even so, she concedes that identity is
constructed not only by how we perceive ourselves, but also by how we are perceived by others;
and that this is definitely true when it comes to linguistic skills. García (2005) also analyzed the
use of labels and definitions for these populations and while concerned that such markers can be
used to pigeonhole minorities, she also recognizes that these labels do create safe spaces where
these groups can explore and be educated in their different identities.
However, most HL experts have focused on operationalizing actual definitions that can
be used for practical purposes. As currently used in the United States, a heritage language is any
language other than English to which an individual has some sort of connection. As Fishman
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(2001) notes: “…we define heritage languages as those that (a) are LOTEs (languages other than
English)…and that, have a particular family relevance to the learners…” (p. 81).
This explanation refers to a language that represents something special, a connection to
the immediate family or even the remote ancestry of that person. The connection could be made
with the places of origin and the native languages of recent immigrants, for example, Mexico and
Spanish or China and Cantonese or Mandarin. However, this definition implies a lot of history
and many more languages.
Fishman (2001) categorizes heritage languages into three groups: (a) Indigenous
languages, which include all the languages spoken by the natives before the arrival of the
Europeans, for example Navajo, Cherokee, and Lakota; (b) Colonial languages, those spoken by
the Europeans who settled or colonized the different areas of what today is the United States; for
example, Swedish, Dutch, Finnish, French, German, and Spanish; (c) Immigrant languages,
those brought in by immigrants to this country, especially in the 19th and 20th centuries, for
example, German, Italian, Polish, Yiddish, Cantonese, Japanese, Korean, and, once again,
Spanish.
Of course, this broad and inclusive definition of heritage languages produces an equally
broad definition of who is a heritage speaker or learner. For example, any African American
could make the claim that they are a heritage learner of Yoruba or Swahili even if the connection
to that language goes back hundreds of years and several generations. To clarify this situation
and avoid further confusion, some researchers and scholars seem to have opted to limit the
definition of heritage speaker/learner to someone who has a personal, relevant, and emotional
connection to the language (Scalera, 2003).
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However, it should be noticed that no mention is made of proficiency level in the target
Heritage Language (HL). Under this definition the heritage learner could be a true beginner with
absolute zero knowledge of the language, or he/she could be a superior level bilingual with
native or native-like skills. The actual level could fall anywhere in this proficiency continuum
because what matters in the personal and emotional connection to the HL.
Other researchers and language educators, however, have a different perspective. For
them, a heritage speaker/learner is one who has a basic speaking proficiency, or at the very least
some listening comprehension skills, which would have been acquired from being exposed to the
HL at home (Peyton et al, 2001; Valdes, 2000).
This definition also makes sense for the context of my study, since it is these bilingual
speakers who are the focus of heritage language programs. In such a view, if a heritage learner
has zero proficiency in their HL, they are basically a foreign language student; and they are not
very different from other English monolingual students who have no connection to the HL.
Furthermore, all of the SHS programs that I studied require at least a low-intermediate listening
comprehension proficiency level from their students. For these reasons, I will be using the latter,
narrower definition that takes into account a certain level of speaking and/or listening
proficiency.
Students’ Expectations and Perspectives
Anybody who has been teaching in higher education has, more than likely, witnessed the
lip service that is given to student input or feedback. Every public institution utilizes, at a
minimum, a term-ending evaluation that asks students to provide a numerical evaluation for the
professor and the course, as well as specific comments on what they liked and did not like, and
suggestions on how to improve things. However, it is questionable how these scores and
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comments are actually used. One would have to wonder the actual impact of students’ comments
on curricular decisions. Nonetheless, the importance of students’ expectations and perspectives
in foreign language (FL) courses is documented to some degree in the literature.
Both Horwitz (1988, 1989) and Kern (1995) discuss the relevance and the implications of
differences in beliefs they found between teachers and students: “There would seem to be a
serious mismatch between language-learning expectations and classroom reality” (Horwitz 1989,
p. 62). One of the student-held expectations that they found more troubling was the belief that
they could become fully fluent in their chosen FL in two years of college study or less. Other
articles (Horwitz, 1988; Roberts, 1992; Price & Gascoigne, 2006) have also focused on the need
for teachers and researchers to realize that students come into the classroom with a set of
preconceived notions and some of the negative consequences that this could cause if faculty is
unaware of them.
For example, on the topic of FL methodology, Horwitz (1988) notes: “Foreign language
teachers can ill afford to ignore these beliefs if they expect their students to be open to particular
teaching methods and to receive the maximum benefit from them” (p. 293). So, the main point is
not just to gather data on students’ beliefs, expectations, and perceptions but to actually do
something with them; FL programs should work with their students to create better courses and
the same learning goals (Kern, 1995; Price & Gascoigne, 2006).
Several other articles (Alalou & Chamberlain, 1999; Gillette, 1994; Rivera & Matsuzawa,
2007; Tse, 2000) report on student expectations with a reference to specific skills. Alalou and
Chamberlain (1999) found that students were very interested in the practical uses of language.
They further noted that they especially expected to acquire speaking, listening, and reading
skills, but they were not as keen on writing skills, cultural understanding or grammar. Faced with
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these results, they concluded that: “…any FL program should offer motivating courses in which
both sociolinguistic and pragmatic aspects of language, as well as those skills most valued by
students, are taken into account.” (p. 34).
Similarly, Tse (2000), Rivera and Matsuzawa (2007) found out that students enrolled in
FL courses expected to acquire communicative skills, especially speaking and listening.
Moreover, Tse (2000) reported that her subjects also expressed the wish that the acquired skills
are lasting and not fade away when instruction ends. Another key topic that emerged from this
study is relevance. These students complained that the formal dialect used and taught in the
classroom was not the “real” language used by “real” people on the street.
In other words, they were concerned that they were learning something that ultimately
would not be relevant to them, as they would not be able to use it in “real” life. Rivera and
Matsuzawa (2007) describe comparable findings: in a section that asked for program change
recommendations, students suggested more personal interactions in realistic situations and less
grammar, as well as a clear model for teaching/learning culture. Once again, the subjects
expected to learn skills that would be relevant to communicating in the target language. “It
appears that students most value person-to-person communication, the ability to survive in reallife situations and to interact meaningfully with native speakers of the target language and
culture” (p. 577).
Conceptualized within a Vygotskian theoretical framework, Gillette’s (1994) research
explored the connection between students’ academic goals and achievement in the FL classroom.
Even though the expectations here do not refer to curriculum but rather to students’ desire to do
well and accomplish their academic objectives, the principal point of the study is to analyze
certain preconceptions and other psychological factors that guide students though their FL
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studies. Because sociocultural theory emphasizes students’ contributions to the learning
environment, the study was designed to look at subjects as whole persons, each of them with
individual motivations, existential experiences, world views, and intentions.
After looking at these factors, Gillette concluded that students’ personal histories are a lot
more influential than teaching methodologies in the effort they put forth and, therefore, the
success they experience. “…this study cautions against the assumption that strategy training will
automatically lead to better language learning and proposes that future language learning strategy
research take students’ goals and histories into account” (p. 212).
Whereas clearly a number of empirically-based studies on students’ expectations and
perceptions have been published, some researchers (Roberts, 1992; Horwitz, 1988) think that not
enough has been done in an area that is very important for FL teaching/learning. Furthermore,
Roberts (1992) made the point that more research is specifically needed to look at the effects of
using students’ interests, backgrounds, abilities, and minority status in the designing of curricula.
These investigators’ point about the lack of research and literature on this key area was also
found for heritage language (HL) courses.
Very little has been written about students’ expectations or goals in HL programs
(Benjamin, 1997; Lee & Kim 2008), and those few times that the topic is mentioned in the
literature, it is typically in connection to something else, as a secondary line of inquiry, or merely
as an interesting detail. Ducar (2008) points to the fact that while the increase in HL published
research in undeniable, so is the reality that the students’ voice has been mostly silent throughout
it all. “Virtually all…research, however, focuses solely on the perspective of the teacher…our
students’ voices, which should also serve as guides, are often lost in the research” (p. 415).
Benjamin (1997) notes that while research has concentrated on the effects of schooling on
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students and their communities, the reverse side is clearly missing: “…I have been struck by the
omission of [students’] perspective from the literature in this field…it appears we have forgotten
to ask our students about their goals and expectations for these classes” (p. 46). This void has
become more apparent as researchers focus on different areas in the field. In recent articles, more
and more scholars (Beaudrie & Ducar, 2005; Carreira & Kagan, 2011; Wen, 2011; Yanguas,
2010) have called for the inclusion of students’ needs and perspectives into the curricula of HL
courses. As expressed by Beaudrie, Ducar, and Relaño-Pastor (2009): “the need to incorporate
SHL student voices into programme design and evaluation is particularly imperative during this
time of increased anti-immigrant sentiment and anti-bilingualism” (p. 170).
From the few articles that focus on academic expectations (Kondo, 1999; Mikulski, 2006;
Reber & Geslin, 1998; Reynolds, Howard & Deák, 2009; Schwarzer & Petron, 2005;), there
seems to be both positive and negative reactions to a traditional Language Arts curriculum.
Reber and Geslin (1998) report that two thirds of their subjects felt that SHS courses should be
offered as early as possible and almost all of them expressed a belief that SHS courses should
center on formal instruction, which they basically perceived as grammar and vocabulary.
Similarly, Mikulski (2006) found that mastery of the rules of accentuation and improvement of
grammar, spelling, speaking, and writing were important goals for the study participants.
Furthermore, students in both groups had an overall positive attitude towards their classes and
their heritage language.
On the other hand, Schwarzer and Petron (2005) encountered students who were bored
with their grammar-based SHS course. Not surprisingly, these subjects expected a course that
was specifically designed for their linguistic needs and cultural backgrounds. However, what
they got was a class that mirrored a third-year foreign language grammar and composition class
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taught by the same instructor. “Both the heritage language course and the FL course used the
same text, syllabi, handouts, and worksheets” (p. 570). Probably, these students also expected a
professor who had some experience with and/or knowledge of heritage language learners.
However, their unmet academic expectations produced such a negative attitude about
their experience that they did not want to take any more Spanish classes. Along the same lines,
Kondo (1999) also reported on many students who dropped or discontinued their Japanese
courses because these did not adequately meet their needs and/or expectations or because they
were frustrated with the level of difficulty that is implied in reading and writing Kanji, or
Chinese characters. These bilingual subjects were actually much more interested in improving
their conversational skills, so they could use them within their communities. Similarly, the
heritage subjects in the Reynolds, Howard and Deák (2009) study reported a low desire for
instruction in reading, writing, and the academic speech varieties. On the other hand, they were
very interested in cultural information and experiences.
Besides expecting that HL courses cater to their needs and goals, students have also
expressed their belief that these courses should cover/use material that is relevant to them. For
example, the dialect used in the classroom has been mentioned in a few studies (Beaudrie &
Ducar, 2005; Ducar, 2008; Potowski, 2002) as something that students feel foreign and irrelevant
to their realities. Students do wish to improve their speaking skills, but that means expanding
fluency in their dialect, the variety they use in their communities, not necessarily a formal or
academic variety. Potowski (2002) describes the frustration of some HL students with the
peninsular dialect used by their Spaniard teaching assistant. “Others expressed resentment
because they felt they were being expected to conform to this variety” (p. 37). As far as the
formal dialect, students probably realize that it is needed within the confines of the course, but
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they do not foresee using it on their everyday lives. Ducar (2008) reports that only a small
percentage of her subjects expected to acquire the academic variety.
However, Lee and Kim (2008) found somewhat different responses from their subjects,
who did not have objections to learning the formal register, as long as the program also helped
them improve their skills in the casual dialect used for conversation in the community. “…top
responses alluded to the need to use the Korean language outside of the classroom in more
authentic settings in conjunction with the need for continued formal language instruction
support.” (p. 174). Geisherik (2004) found similar results on a study of heritage and non-heritage
learners of Russian. These participants responded overwhelmingly that the main objective for
their formal language instruction was to learn to read and write.
Lastly on the topic of relevance to students, Faltis (1990), McQuillan (1996), and Correa
(2011) propose HL curricula that take into account students’ interests and goals. Working within
Freirian and Vygotskian perspectives, Faltis (1990) proposes a program that listens to learners’
voices from the beginning and in discussion with them creates a curriculum based on the themes
and topics that truly interest the group. Faltis argues that: “In learning a language, students are, in
fact, creating a new reality, and thus, they should play an active role in determining that reality”
(p. 122).
Also concerned with learners’ interests, McQuillan (1996) believes that a curriculum
based on a free voluntary reading program would be effective and well-received because it
would promote language and literacy development while allowing students to guide their own
learning by selecting their reading texts and assignments. “By choosing their own texts and
inquiry projects, learners determine almost the entire curriculum in collaboration with each other
and the instructor, becoming empowered in the process” (p. 60). For her part, Correa (2011)
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advocates for the use of critical pedagogy approaches to the teaching of Spanish as a Heritage
Language (SHL). Along with the examination of biases, discrimination, and subordination
present in language, class, and power structures and the empowering of previously silenced
student voices; Correa posits that the curricula for SHL should be based on what students need
and want to learn, and not on what a textbook predisposes for them.
From this section one can conclude that there is a growing interest in the research of
students’ expectations, needs, and goals in foreign and heritage language courses. Furthermore,
these studies also point to the importance of implementing the findings in the classroom. Doing
so would be especially relevant for HL programs since the field is still clearly trying to
understand its own students’ academic aspirations. These students seem especially interested in a
curriculum that is truly relevant to them. They want to learn and/or improve real skills such a
conversational competence; and they want to accomplish this within a context that is actually
interesting to them. However, the research is limited and, especially for HL learners, it typically
involves only small number of subjects.
Second Language Motivation
Because students’ academic goals are typically tied to how the acquired knowledge is
going to be used or applied, expectations are therefore closely related to motivation. Gardner and
Lambert (1972) conceived student motivation in second/foreign language learning as belonging
to two different orientations: integrative and instrumental. Integrative motivation is associated
with a desire to become a member of the target language community, “reflecting a sincere and
personal interest in the people and culture represented by the other group” (p. 132).
On the other hand, instrumental motivation is related to practical benefits, and is
“characterized by a desire to gain social recognition or economic advantages through knowledge
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of a foreign language” (p. 14). Although Gardner and Lambert (1972) noted that both
orientations can be equally intensive, they also conceived instrumental motivation as probably
more effective for the ultimate goal of proficiency in the target language: “We felt that the
integratively oriented learner might be better motivated because the nature of his goals is more
likely to sustain the long-term effort needed to master a second language” (p. 16). However,
throughout the years, several criticisms (Oxford & Shearin, 1994; Weger-Guntharp, 2008) have
pointed out the flaws of the model.
Commonly mentioned are the opinions that: 1) it does not include all possible types of L2
learning motivation; 2) it is not very flexible, but rather based on static formulations; 3) it falls
well short of proving the proclaimed primacy of integrative motivations; and 4) it appears overly
concerned with the end result: language level acquired.
Partially as a response to the perceived shortcomings of the Gardner and Lambert model,
other scholars and researchers have proposed their own theoretical frameworks. A model that
has been influential in recent years is the concept of investment. Norton (1995) was convinced
that Second Language Acquisition (SLA) theories had not explained the integration of social
identity development and language learning. Instead, they provided a simplistic binary
categorization of students as motivated or unmotivated, introverted or extroverted. Therefore, she
proposed a theory of social identity informed by the data that she was trying to explain. The
central assumption of her theory is the importance of power relations: “This theory…assumes
that power relations play a crucial role in social interactions between language learners and target
language speakers” (p. 12). Norton argues that SLA needs to conceptualize the language
learner’s social identity as a complex, and often contradictory site of struggle where language
itself plays a “constitutive” role.
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On the topic of student motivation in language learning, Norton (1995) believes that the
dominant model in SLA theory, Gardner and Lambert’s integrative/instrumental motivation
model, fails to accurately capture the relationship between power, identity and language learning
that she has come to know in her study of immigrant women in Canada. Therefore, she proposes
the concept of investment to explain motivation as “socially and historically constructed.” In her
notion of investment, she conceives language learners as willing to commit their effort and
themselves to the learning process in exchange for both practical and personal benefits:
“I take the position that if learners invest in a second language, they do so with the understanding
that they will acquire a wider range of symbolic and material resources. Learners will expect or
hope to have a good return on that investment—a return that will give them access to hitherto
unattainable resources” (p. 17).
Moreover, Norton (1995) explains that investment conceives the language learner as a
complex social individual that in using the target language goes beyond mere communication
into a process in which his/her own identity is constantly being reconfigured. As she notes: “An
investment in the target language is also an investment in a learner’s own social identity, an
identity which is constantly changing across time and space” (p. 18).
In more recent work, Norton (2012) describes how the construct of investment has
continued to evolve. She now posits that the concepts of imagined communities and imagined
identities are central to the analysis and understanding of investment, and ultimately, of student
motivation. She believes that a potential relationship with members of the target community is
especially relevant: “in imagining ourselves bonded with our fellow citizens across time and
space, we can feel a sense of community with people we have not yet met, but perhaps hope to
meet one day” (p. 8). Furthermore, she explains that a language class could play a role in
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advancing, or regressing, how a student imagines him/herself within the context of the target
community. Therefore, providing reasons to further invest, or not, in the acquisition/learning of
the foreign/second language (L2).
In a response to the criticism of the Gardner and Lambert 1972 model, Gardner (1985)
himself proposed some modification. In this second version, called the Socioeducational Model,
L2 learning motivation is defined as “the extent to which the individual works or strives to learn
the language because of a desire to do so and the satisfaction experienced in this activity” (p. 10).
This model involves three elements: effort spent to achieve a goal, desire to learn the language,
and satisfaction with the undertaking of learning that language. All three components are equally
important and essential to properly understand L2 motivation.
Furthermore, Gardner (1985) posits that there are two types of variables influencing
motivation: integrativeness, a positive disposition toward people who speak the language; and
attitudes toward the learning situation, which comprise attitudes toward the course and the
teacher. The model has continued evolving: Tremblay and Gardner (1995) proposed an
expansion that would further help define motivation by making a distinction between
motivational behavior—described as effort, persistence, and/or attention—and motivational
antecedents—not readily observable but still influential cognitive or affective factors.
Building on Gardner and lambert’s original model, Noels (2005) proposed that to help
complement the binary concept of integrative and instrumental orientations to L2 learning
motivation, another two orientations, intrinsic and extrinsic, needed to be added to the theoretical
framework of this study. Intrinsic motivation is seen as the orientation that moves an individual
to act for the joy or challenge involved in the activity rather than for external reasons.
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Extrinsic motivation is conceived as encompassing at least three sub-types of motivation:
1) external regulation, when students perform an activity to get a reward or to avoid punishment;
2) introjected regulation, when people act to avoid a self-imposed pressure such as guilt or
anxiety; 3) Identified regulation, when learners pursue a goal to improve their self-concept or for
personal growth. Moreover, the model is completed with the contrasting idea of amotivation: “a
condition in which a person has no intentional reason, extrinsic or intrinsic, for performing an
activity” (p. 287).
Positing that for too long L2 motivation has been theorized as a quantifiable concept,
Ushioda (1994) proposes that it is more appropriate to look at it on qualitative terms. This model
is based on the conceptualization of motivation as cognitive-mediational processes, “whereby
how the student thinks and how he or she interprets relevant learning experience will determine
the choice, level and quality of interaction in the learning context” (p. 79). These ideas were
examined in interviews with 20 students who were asked, in open-ended terms, to describe their
reasons for studying a foreign language.
The wide range of motivational variables, 63 identified and coded, was interpreted as an
indication that L2 motivation is a lot more complex and diverse than the simple distinction
between integrative and instrumental. The implications for researchers is that a context in which
students are free to fully explain their motivations is better suited to collect data on “how
individual learners prioritise future goals as such in their overall motivational rationales” (p. 81).
In another article, Ushioda (2001) further explored the qualitative dimension of motivational
factors. She posits that a qualitative paradigm can help understand certain aspects of motivation
that the dominant quantitative frameworks have a difficulty explaining. This can be
accomplished because “motivation may be defined not in terms of observable and measurable
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activity, but rather in terms of what patterns of thinking and belief underlie such activity and
shape students’ engagement in the learning process” (p. 96). Therefore, what is important is to
identify those patterns and structures that appear to support and enhance learning.
As mentioned before, Gardner and Lambert’s 1972 binary model dominated L2 research
for the better part of the following 25 years (Husseinali, 2006; Mikulski, 2006). Furthermore,
although new, and presumably more complete, models have been proposed and used in research,
some in the field continue to believe in the validity of the integrative/instrumental classification.
For example, Hernández (2006) investigated the connection between motivation and student
achievement. He reported that “integrative motivation (is) a significant predictor of oral
proficiency…(and also there is) a significant positive relationship…between integrative
motivation and students’ desire to continue studying Spanish beyond the…requirement” (p. 612).
Motivation in Heritage Language Courses
Within the field of heritage languages, published research on motivation has been framed
by a variety of theoretical models, from the aforementioned integrative/instrumental dichotomy,
to its extended version that includes intrinsic and extrinsic motives. As well as different theories
proposed by different researchers, and studies that focus on describing all the different types of
motivation found without categorizing them under a specific theory. To avoid confusing the
different frameworks reviewed, this section will present the relevant research in the same order
as the L2 motivation section.
In a study that looked at three different groups of college HL learners—Native
Americans, Vietnamese Americans, and Hispanic Americans—Wharry (1993) explored a
number of variables to explain why some of these students maintain their ancestors’ language,
while other do not. Of the five variables found to be significant, two were related to motivation.
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First, the data revealed a difference in integrative motivation: 92% of the bilingual participants
reported integrative motives, compared to only 59% of the monolinguals. Second, the greatest
effect detected was on the question about beliefs about parental attitudes concerning the learning
of the ancestral language: 86% of the bilinguals believed that their parents wanted them to speak
the language; however, only 13% of the monolinguals shared that motivation.
Reynolds, Howard, and Deák (2009) reported similar results in a study that surveyed
students at two large private East Coast universities. The participants, 401 first-year language
learners, were asked about their reasons for studying languages. The subjects classified as
heritage language learners (HLL) chose integrative motivations as more influential factors in
their choice of language study than their non-HLL counterparts. Furthermore, “HLL were also
less likely to indicate that career aspirations motivated their language study” (p. 260).
However, Sung and Padilla’s (1998) study of high school and elementary students
reported different findings. Their research looked at students’ motivation for taking Chinese,
Japanese, and Korean classes; as well as the role that gender and HL affiliation played in the
reasons for enrolling in those courses. The most relevant findings included: 1) No significant
differences were found between integrative and instrumental motivations. 2) However, grade
level and language program type were significant as elementary and Chinese program students
were found to have a higher heritage-related motivation. 3) A higher level of ethnic heritage
motivation was also reported for students in advanced classes.
A bicoastal (New York and California) study of heritage and non-heritage learners of
Russian reveled very similar mixed results. Through the use of descriptive statistics, Geisherik
(2004) concluded that heritage students had clearly higher motivation values than the nonheritage participants. Even more relevant, for the heritage group the highest motivation had an
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integrative orientation; however, their reported instrumental orientation was almost equally high.
So, for this group, there seemed to be no significant difference between integrative and
instrumental orientations.
Framed within Gardner’s own modified concept of motivation, the socioeducational
model of second language acquisition reviewed above, Yanguas (2010) studied the attitudes and
motivations of SHS students and their proficiency in Spanish. He found that integrativeness,
defined in this model as general attitudes toward the target community, was the only variable
related to motivation. Furthermore, these results supported the idea that integrativeness is a
significant predictor of motivation.
Like the Sung and Padilla study, Yang (2003) also researched motivational orientations
for students of Chinese, Japanese, and Korean, both HL and non-HL learners, enrolled in college
classes. However, this study is different because it expands the integrative-instrumental model by
adding other orientations: heritage-related, travel, interest, school-related, and language-use. Like
in Wharry (1993), the results showed that integrative motivation was more important than
instrumental; furthermore, language of study, gender, requirement, and language proficiency
variables had statistically significant effect on motivation. Moreover, it was the HL status that
was found to be the most important variable because motivational orientation differed notably
depending on whether the subjects were HL students or not. For example, “heritage learners
fulfilling a requirement were the most strongly motivated group” (p. 44).
Other researchers also decided that the original Gardner and Lambert’s dichotomous
concept was too narrow and incomplete, and they adopted a modified model that included
intrinsic and extrinsic orientations. Noels (2005) examined the motivation of learners of German
with a view to understanding whether the two sets of orientations considered,
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integrative/instrumental and intrinsic/extrinsic, differed between heritage and non-heritage
learners. Moreover, it explored whether different motivational processes may be more or less
important for the two groups. The most relevant finding for this review was that heritage learners
considered the acquisition of German an important goal for their self-concept and identity. In
other words, they had integrative and/or intrinsic motivation to learn their heritage language
significantly stronger than non-heritage learners. This was also evident in the tendency that they
showed—although not statistically significant—to learn German in order to communicate with
their heritage language community.
Encountering similar results, Ferreira (2005) focused on heritage language situations
created by Portugal’s colonizing history. Among other things, the study analyzed the
sociolinguistic profiles and the linguistic motivations of learners. The participants were three
students from Cape Verde and four students of Portuguese descent, whose parents or
grandparents were from the Azores or Madeira Islands. The results revealed that the subjects had
mostly integrative and intrinsic motivations for taking the Portuguese class. They were
concerned with belonging to a group or community, communicating with their families, and
being able to identify themselves as speakers of Portuguese. However, in a study that
investigated Spanish HL learners’ attitudes toward their language and culture, Beaudrie and
Ducar (2005) found an even distribution of intrinsic and extrinsic orientations. They classified
their results as 40% intrinsic, 40% extrinsic, and 20% has presenting both types of motivation.
Using the same theoretical framework, Comanaru and Noels (2009) researched learners
of Chinese in Canada. The results, however, proved somewhat different. All three groups studied
(heritage learners whose native language was Chinese, heritage learners whose native language
was English, and non-heritage learners) validated a form of extrinsic motivation: 88% for the
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first heritage group, 95% for the second heritage group, and 87% for the non-heritage students.
On the other hand, intrinsic motivation showed pointedly lower numbers: 37%, 48%, and 54%
for each of the three groups respectively. A very similar study conducted by Wen (2011) with
heritage and non-heritage learners of Chinese in the United States rendered considerably
different results. First, for these heritage learners, the initial motivations to enroll in Chinese
courses were intrinsic interests in better appreciating their heritage culture, exploring their ethnic
identity, and fulfilling a sense of obligation to their community. Second, both heritage and nonheritage students showed high level of instrumental motivation. However, this only proved to be
significant in predicting continuous enrollment in Chinese studies for the HL subjects.
Kondo (1999) framed her research on the motivation of bilingual and semibilingual
students of Japanese within the model proposed by Tremblay and Gardner (1995). This study
examined how motivation influences Shin Nisei (second generation) students’ persistence in
taking Japanese at the university level and the intensity with which they use it outside the
classroom. Kondo found that many of the respondents valued the ability to speak Japanese for
social/integrative reasons, and some of them also perceived a high economic value to JapaneseEnglish bilingualism and they desired strongly to have a bilingual career. In a study that also
used Tremblay and Gardner’s framework and also looked at an East Asian language, Korean,
Lee and Kim (2008) reported similar results. These subjects also wanted to improve their Korean
skills as a symbol of their identity and to strengthen the ties to their families and HL community.
Conceived within expectancy-value theories, which conceptualize motivation as a
function of the valence, or the relative attractiveness of the expected outcomes, Wen (1997)
explored the motivation of students of Chinese and found similar answers. Intrinsic motivation
was reported as the main reason why students enrolled in these courses, and within that
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orientation interest in one’s own cultural heritage was the most important item. The other
significant factor was fulfilling a requirement by taking a course that the subject perceived as
“less demanding” than others.
Weger-Guntharp (2008) hypothesized that Dörnyei’s process-oriented model—which
emphasizes the dynamic nature of motivation—and Norton concept of investment complement
each other because both acknowledge the importance in the acquisition process of learner’s
imagined uses for the L2 and the relationship between the student and other speakers.
Nonetheless, although the theory behind the study was different, the results proved to be similar
to the three studies on East Asian languages reviewed above: “Exploring one’s heritage was a
major reason cited by all of the (subjects) to study Chinese” (p. 219).
Critical of the Gardner and Lambert model and dissatisfied with all other proposed
frameworks, several researchers have opted to study HL motivation guided by the emergent
themes within their subjects’ responses, rather than by a specific theory. Three of these studies
reported that learners were enrolled in HL courses mostly due to heritage-related motives.
Schwarzer and Petron (2005) noted that the main reasons why the participants wanted to expand
their Spanish proficiency were to better communicate with their families and to strengthen their
cultural ties to the larger Hispanic community. Feuerverger (1991) explored in depth the
perceptions of the members of eight different ethnic groups regarding heritage language learning
and ethnic identity maintenance and discovered that there was a relationship between language
and identification with the homeland, and also that there were differences among the seven
language groups. For example, Jewish and Ukrainian groups have a stronger commitment to
ethnic identity and language maintenance than the other groups. Similarly, Cho, Cho and Tse’s
(1997) findings showed that most of the subjects were motivated to acquire Korean for legacy-
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related reasons. In other words, some of the participants saw Korean as a part of the heritage and
identity that they wanted to maintain. Others wanted to acquire their heritage language to
communicate with family, friends, and their HL community. A few more expressed the need to
improve their HL proficiency in order to pass it on to their children. However, a number of the
participants also mentioned financial reasons, more specifically, the career benefits of being
bilingual.
The rest of the research described more evenly-balanced mixed results. Mikulski (2006)
conducted a qualitative study that looked at four students—although it focused especially on
one—enrolled in a Spanish for Heritage Speakers class. The part of the study specifically
inquiring about motivation found that two of the subjects enrolled in the course for academic
reasons. One cited personal reasons, whereas the main participant mentioned both types of
motivation. Kondo-Brown (2001) also found mixed results. The findings revealed that as far as
internal motives for studying Japanese, language maintenance was the most common motive
mentioned. In the area of external motives, 80% of first and second year students cited a
language requirement as their main motivation, followed by using the language for a job, and
communicating with Japanese people. Furthermore, about 40% of the participants also cited
better cultural understanding as a motive.
Syed (2001) explored how both foreign and heritage language learners notions of self
impact their involvement, persistence, and learning of their foreign/heritage language. The
findings showed that the participants mentioned a number of both academic and personal reasons
for learning Hindi. These include academic transference, identification and access to Hindi
culture and people, being able to speak a language they are expected examine to speak, being
able to communicate with family members, and trying to reconnect with their heritage identity.
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In another study that also looked at heritage and foreign language learners, Husseinali (2006)
examined the motivations of students of Arabic. The findings were similarly mixed: “heritage
learners with strong motivation to learn Arabic for identification reasons are also motivated to
learn it for instrumental reasons as well” (p. 406).
Lastly, Carreira and Kagan (2011) conducted a national heritage language survey that
collected information on several languages. For Spanish, the participants answered that the
reasons for studying their HL included: a future career or job (71.1%); to communicate better
with family and friends in the U.S. (50.2%), to learn about their cultural and linguistic roots
(48.9%), and to fulfill a language requirement (47.3%). For Mandarin and Cantonese, the
primary reason was also professional goals. However, Russian students wanted to learn their HL
to communicate better with family and friends both in the U.S. and abroad, and to learn about
their cultural and linguistic roots. Tagalog learners also mentioned their interest in their roots and
in communication, but their second reason was to fulfill a language requirement. For Korean and
Vietnamese learners these were also the top three priorities, except that fulfilling a language
requirement was number one for both groups.
Identity and Language
As several of the studies reviewed above have shown, the issue of identity seems to be
closely related to HL learners’ motivations. It must, therefore, be explored in any study on the
topic. For researchers working with identity, one of the most commonly used and/or quoted ideas
is Tajfel’s (1974) definition of social identity: “That part of an individual’s self-concept which
derives from his knowledge of his membership of a social group (or groups) together with the
emotional significance attached to that membership” (p. 69). As conceptualized by Tajfel, the
most important aspect of social identity is the social group and its values, and the differentiation

31

from other groups that derives from membership. On the other hand, Phinney (1990) asserts that
although a number of researchers have defined ethnic identity, there is no widely accepted
definition because the ones available emphasize different aspects such as self-identification,
values, attitudes, and culture.
This has, in turn, resulted in the conceptualization of ethnic identity as the ethnic
component of Tajfel’s idea of social identity. This seems logical, especially due to the
importance given to membership in different groups, because as Phinney (1990) notes: “Ethnic
identity is meaningful only in situations in which two or more ethnic groups are in contact over a
period of time” (p. 501).
On a study of Chicanos and ethnicity, Garcia (1982) posits that ethnic identity is a
multidimensional cognitive product of ethnic identification. In other words, once the subjects
saw themselves as part of an ethnic group, they consistently used the label Chicano/a across
different social situations. In an investigation that sought to answer the question What does it
mean to be “Mexican”?, Niemann et al. (1999) also found that the identity construct was
composed of several features.
These researchers report that although culture was the most often mentioned aspect as the
subjects’ connection to their Mexican identity, other factors such as pride in heritage,
discrimination, bilingualism, and conflict with other groups were also important forces in the
formation of their identity. In another related study that focused on Chicano Culture and identity,
Arce (1981) defines social identity as: “the categorical product of the cognitive awareness of
kind, or perception of common interest and similarity with social groups” (p. 182). He goes on to
describe ethnic identity as “that dimension of social identity that involves ethnic categories in the
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context of other social categories such as occupation, family role, religion, and social class.” (p.
182).
However, none of these definitions seem different from the ideas expressed earlier by
Tajfel. Somewhat more interesting is the point that group identification is a lot more important
for minorities because it is essential to develop a positive self-image. Furthermore, Arce agrees
with Garcia (1982) and Niemann (1999) that, at least for Chicanos, ethnic identity is a complex
and multidimensional: “It potentially operates on multiple levels (on a private to public
continuum)…the most distinctive of these components are language and culture, race, color,
national origin, and minority and subordinate group status” (p. 182).
Pavlenko, a researcher who has focused extensively on identity in multilingual societies
has put forth a number of ideas on the subject. Blackledge and Pavlenko (2001) explain that in
the poststructuralist view, identity is conceived as multiple, dynamic, evolving and to have a
mutually influential relationship with language. Therefore, “Subject positions are not
stable…and people are continuously in the process of producing and positioning selves and
others, and in the creation of new subject positions” (p. 249).
Furthermore, this process of identity formation/positioning makes the idea that “one
language equals one identity” a clear oversimplification of reality. However, it helps to explain
how immigrant groups come to adopt hybrid identities such as Korean Americans or Chicanos.
In a latter article, Pavlenko (2004) argues that to understand how identities are formed, one must
be familiar with the sociohistorical circumstances impacting those identities. In another chapter
on the same book, Pavlenko and Blackledge (2004) propose a framework composed of three
different kinds of identities, some contested and some not: “imposed identities (which are not
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negotiable in a particular time and place), assumed identities (which are accepted and not
negotiated), and negotiable identities (which are contested by groups and individuals)” (p. 21).
Heller’s (1987) work makes a direct connection between ethnic identity and language. In
this conceptualization, ethnicity is a social construct based on interaction through social
networks, and language is what grants and regulates access to those networks. “Shared language
is basic to shared identity, but more than that, identity rests on shared ways of using language
that reflect common patterns of thinking and behaving, or shared culture” (p. 181). Therefore,
without language it is impossible to be included in the groups that construct the shared activities,
situations and social and physical environment into identities.
Also directly connected to language, as well as to the ideas expressed by Pavlenko and
Blackledge, is Blackledge et al. (2008) study on heritage language learners and identity. They
found that for their subjects, heritage identities could not be categorized as either imposed or
assumed, as these students were willing to use language to contest preconceived notions and
establish their own subject positions: “They negotiated identities which were more complex and
sophisticated than the “heritage” positions ascribed to them institutionally” (p. 552). Similar
complexity was found by Showstack (2012) in a study that examined how the HL classroom
influenced the construction of linguistic and cultural identities by bilingual Hispanic students.
The results suggest that these subjects “construct multiple discourses on language and identity in
different contexts in the HL classroom” (p. 22).
Also interested in the constructions of ethnic identities through the learning and use of a
HL, Feuer (2008) focused on students of Hebrew in Canada. The study found that students,
regardless of proficiency and comfort level, perceived their HL “as crucial in proving their
identities” (p. 151). Beaudrie, Ducar and Relaño-Pastor (2009) reported similar results. In a
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study that looked at Spanish HL, they found that for most of the participants, instruction had a
positive effect in both acquiring a new sense of identity and understanding their linguistic and
cultural heritage.
Heritage Language Proficiency, Instruction, and Identity
While the four studies discussed immediately above centered on identity construction, the
articles reviewed on this section investigate the relationships between heritage language and
ethnic identity. In the first of these studies, Phinney et al. (2001) researched the influence of
three variables—HL proficiency, in-group peer interaction, and parental cultural maintenance—
on ethnic identity across three immigrant groups: Armenian, Vietnamese, and Mexican. The
results show that both HL proficiency and peer-interaction with one’s own ethnic group were
significantly related to ethnic identity for all three groups. These similarities found across groups
led to the suggestion that common processes underlie ethnic identity.
Chinen and Tucker (2005) found a similar positive and reciprocal relationship between
identity and Japanese as a heritage language. Furthermore, a robust connection between
attending the HL Saturday school and the development of Japanese ethnic identity was also
reported. Oh and Au (2005) also noted that mastery of their subjects’ HL, Spanish, was
positively related to sociocultural variables connected to ethnic identity. These included
identification with Latino culture, participation in Latino cultural activities, and frequent use of
Spanish. However, these researchers also observed that the association between language and the
identity variables “may be more complicated than simple bivariate relationships” (p. 238).
Another three studies, all focusing on Korean as a heritage language, found analogous
results. Lee (2002) reported that for her subjects, second-generation immigrants, language and
culture are dependent on each other. Furthermore, “language is a representative marker of their
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cultural identity” (p. 129). Cho (2000) found that competence on the HL is directly connected to
a strong ethnic identity, because those linguistic skills improve the interactions with HL speakers
and allow direct access to cultural values, ethics, and manners. You (2005) interviewed Korean
American children and noted that their HL was essential in helping them negotiate a positive
ethnic identity, as well as positive attitudes toward other ethnic groups.
Wright and Taylor (1995) also studied children but in a different context and with a
somewhat different focus. Their research investigated the influence of early HL education on the
self-esteem of Inuit, White, and mixed-heritage (Inuit/White) children. The findings reveal a
positive association between kindergarten HL instruction and increases in personal self-esteem
for all three groups. However, the same was not found to be the case for second language
instruction. The authors conclude the piece claiming that their findings provide support for the
benefits of early HL instruction on minority children.
Two recent articles focused on the connection between HL proficiency and ethnic
identity for students of Latino and Asian backgrounds. Oh and Fuligni (2008) researched high
school students in California and they found that both HL use and HL proficiency had an impact
on ethnic identity. First, the participants who spoke their HL with their parents showed higher
level of ethnic identity than those who only spoke English with them. Second, HL proficiency
was directly related to the development of ethnic identity. Kim and Chao (2009) found a similar
connection in their study of three generations of Mexican and Chinese immigrant families.
Whereas the first and second generation subjects had high levels of both HL fluency and ethnic
identity scores; the third generation participants showed lower levels of HL proficiency as well
as lower scores in the ethnic identity measurement tool. Therefore, the authors concluded that
there seemed to be a connection between HL fluency and ethnic identity scores.
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The last two articles reviewed in this section are different from the others because they
actually propose frameworks to explain the development of HL identities. He (2006) posits that
identity is “a process of continual emerging and becoming, a process that identifies what a
person becomes and achieves through ongoing interactions with other persons” (p. 7). Based on
this principle, the author formulated a model specifically meant for Chinese as a heritage
language (CHL). This three-dimensional framework centers on the intersection of time, space,
and identity. On the temporal plane, CHL development recontextualizes past, present, and future
and in doing so it promotes positive attitudes toward and proficiency in the HL and culture. On
the spatial plane, “it transforms local, independent communities into global, interdependent
communities” (p. 18). In turn, the communicative and social realities created on time and space
foster the development of “hybrid, situated identities and stances” (p. 18).
Theorizing that ethnic minorities travel through a similar path on the process of
assimilating their status as such, Tse (1998) proposed an ethnic identity formation model for all
HL based on the experiences and attitudes of minorities toward their HL and the majority
language. The model describes a four-stage process: First, “unawareness,” when minorities are
not cognizant of their minority/subordinate status; stage 2 is “ethnic ambivalence/evasion,”
“characterized by ambivalent or negative feelings toward the ethnic culture” (p. 16); stage 3,
“ethnic emergence,” when minorities face up to their status and begin to be interested in their
ethnic heritage. Finally, at stage 4, “ethnic identity incorporation,” they “discover and join the
ethnic minority American group (e.g. Mexican Americans, Iranian Americans) and resolve many
of the ethnic identity conflicts that became salient in the previous stage” (p. 16).
Based on all of the ideas reviewed here, it seems that there is a great deal of interest in
knowing more about HL learners. Furthermore, there are significant gaps in the literature,
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especially as it relates to Hispanic students and listening to their needs and goals for HL
instruction. Therefore, it is clear that a study on students’ expectations and motivations in the
SHS classroom can offer insights into the educational interests and the linguistic abilities of the
largest ethnic minority in the country.
Summary
A few Foreign Language (FL) education scholars have explored the ideas and
perspectives that students bring into the classroom. These ideas included differences in the
course perceptions between professors and students (Horwitz, 1988, 1989; Kern, 1995),
preconceived notions about achievable goals (Gillete, 1994; Horwitz, 1988; Price & Gascoigne,
2006; Roberts, 1992), and expectations of acquiring specific language skills, especially those
involved in oral communication (Alalou & Chamberlain, 1999; Rivera & Matsuzawa, 2007; Tse,
2000). Furthermore, some in the field have posited that FL programs should collaborate with
students to develop better courses (Gillete, 1994; Horwitz, 1988; Price & Gascoigne, 2006) and
that more research is needed to better understand student expectations, interests, and
backgrounds (Horwitz, 1988; Roberts, 1992).
Similar ideas have been expressed in Heritage Language education. First, the notion that
more research is needed in regards to student expectations and goals (Benjamin, 1997; Ducar,
2008; Lee & Kim, 2008). Second, student needs, interests, and goals should play a part in the
designing of HL curricula (Beaudrie & Ducar, 2005; Beaudrie, Ducar, & Relaño-Pastor, 2009;
Carreira & Kagan, 2011; Correa, 2011; Faltis, 1990; McQuillan, 1996; Yanguas, 2010). Lastly,
the few studies conducted to date have found diverse, and sometimes contradictory, results.
Some students wanted their HL course to focus on grammar, vocabulary (Reber & Geslin 1998),
accentuation rules (Mikulski 2006), or formal language instruction (Geishereik, 2004; Lee &
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Kim, 2008). Others, however, were bored with their grammar-focused class (Schwarzer & Petron
2005) or they were more interested in cultural competence than in reading, writing, or in
acquiring a formal HL variety (Reynolds, Howard, & Deák 2009). On the later topic, some
students seemed keen on using and further developing a dialect that was pertinent to their HL
community (Beaudrie & Ducar, 2005; Ducar, 2008; Lee & Kim, 2008; Potowski, 2002).
Moreover, when student expectations were not addressed, it originated negative attitudes about
their HL class and language courses in general (Kondo, 1999; Schwarzer & Petron, 2005).
Motivation in FL has been a topic theorized by many scholars over the last 50 years;
predominantly by the binary integrative-instrumental model (Gardner & Lambert 1972) and its
modified or expanded versions (Gardner, 1985; Noels, 2005; Tremblay & Gardner, 1995). Other
scholars have offered models based on investment, power, and identity (Norton 1995) or a
qualitative approach (Ushioda 1994). However, the studies conducted in the context of HL
education have limited their theoretical framework to different versions of the integrativeinstrumental model. Furthermore, the results have been considerably diverse. Some of the studies
found their subjects showed only integrative motivation (Hernandez, 2006; Lee & Kim, 2008;
Wharry, 1993; Yanguas, 2010). Other scholars found that while integrative motives where the
most influential, there were instrumental motives present as well (Geisherik, 2004; Kondo, 1999;
Reynolds, Howard, & Deák, 2009; Sung & Padilla, 1998). Other studies (Ferreira, 2005; Noels,
2005) showed students exhibited both integrative and intrinsic orientations. A few other
researchers also found students with intrinsic motives, either as the sole motivation (Wen 1997),
in conjunction with extrinsic motives (Beaudrie & Ducar 2005), or with instrumental motivation
(Wen 2011). However, Comanaru and Noels (2009) only reported the presence of extrinsic
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motivation in their participants. Lastly, a few studies reported mixed results (Carreira & Kagan,
2011; Husseinali, 2006; Kondo-Brown, 2001; Mikulski, 2006; Syed, 2001).
The connection between language and identity has been examined in different ways. Heller
(1987) posited that language provides access to the social networks essential to the formation of
ethnicity. Blackledge and Creese (2008), Showstack (2012) conceptualized language as part of
the struggle to construct an identity. For Lee (2002) language was an implicit marker of cultural
identity. Feuer (2008) found that regardless of proficiency level, the HL was crucial in
establishing the subjects’ identities. However, several other studies revealed opposite results, HL
proficiency/mastery was directly related to a strong, positive ethnic identity (Cho, 2000; Kim &
Chao, 2009; Oh & Au, 2005; Oh & Fuligni, 2008; Phinney et al., 2001; You, 2005). Finally, a
positive connection between HL instruction and the development of an ethnic identity (Beaudrie,
Ducar, & Relaño-Pastor, 2009; Chinen & Tucker, 2005) or an increased self-esteem (Wright &
Taylor 1995) were topics that emerged from other studies.
As evidenced by this review, over the last two decades a number of scholars have studied
HL programs and students. However, the published data to date has failed to produce conclusive
answers to questions regarding what students want and need in order to achieve their ultimate
goal, a higher and fully functional proficiency level. Furthermore, the literature lacks research on
how professors’ perspectives on the topic compare to those of their students. By providing
answers about both populations, the current study fills in an evident gap in the scholarship of HL
education.
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CHAPTER 3
METHODOLOGY
Pilot Study
To find out more about the expectations, needs, and motivation of SHS students a pilot
study was conducted. It involved students enrolled in both levels of UNLV’s Spanish for
Heritage Speakers program, SPAN 226 and SPAN 227. The data collection process included
two questionnaires, one administered at the beginning of the semester (Appendix A) and one at
the end (Appendix B), as well as 30-minute individual interviews with four students—two from
each level—and 45-minute interviews with the two professors. The first survey was answered by
32 students, the second survey by 26. The results for the first survey showed that students both
expected and wanted a traditional language course that focused on grammar (41% expected it,
28% wanted it, n=32), writing (28%, 19%, n=32), accentuation rules (19%, 25%, n=32),
“speaking correctly” (13%, 16%, n=32), and expanding vocabulary (13%, 16%, n=32). Also,
almost by equal percentages, they expected to use what they learned in the course at work and in
their career (63%, n=32) and with family and friends at home (58%, n=32). Lastly, only one
third (n=32) of the participants reported positive attitudes toward their Spanish skills, 12.5% felt
negatively about them, and half of them responded with ambivalent statements such as “it’s ok,
but it needs to improve”. The second questionnaire rendered very similar results for students’
expectations and most other areas. However, the question on attitudes towards their Spanish
showed some thought-provoking changes: At the end of the semester 69% (n=26) had a positive
view of their skills, and only 12% wrote ambivalent comments; interestingly, the negative
comments increased from 12.5% to 19%.
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The interviews (see Appendix C for the students’ guiding questions and Appendix D for
the professors’ questions), for their part, provided some revealing details on:
a) How speaking Spanish “properly” meant being able to use the language in different
professional areas:
Maria (students’ names were changed to protect their identities) explained:
I’m going on broadcast journalism; so, as a Latina I figured: Hey...I might have the
opportunity to do the news in Spanish or English, and why not be able to reach out to
two…to two different sets of communities.
For her part, Rebeca’s motivation to improve her Spanish was to work interpreting at a
hospital or courthouse.
b) Some interesting discrepancies between students’ expectations and classroom reality:
Maria explained that she had expected to learn to write Spanish properly and be able to
speak it in a conversational setting. Unfortunately, the class appeared to have had a negative
effect:
However, after taking the class, I now feel more intimidated than ever before about
speaking Spanish…and I am backing away from the second major in Spanish. I have also
decided NOT to do a study abroad in Mexico because…now I know my Spanish is
terrible.
Also, Sara expected that: “Pronunciation would be covered in class…but it wasn’t.” On
the other hand, she did not anticipate the class would have a culture component, especially one
so extensive.
42

c) Differences between students’ and teachers perceptions:
While Prof. Narro mentioned that: “I noticed that students love the cultural videos.”
Maria’s perception was different:
[I don’t see how my Spanish is going to improve], not by watching the videos because I
couldn’t even catch up with them half the time because they were speaking so fast.
So…and, and I didn’t feel like those videos pertained to, to the curriculum.
Rebeca expressed a similar idea: “The culture should focus on something
more…applied…that can give students more…more confidence as heritage speakers…not just
watching videos.”
d) The main topic of students’ academic expectations and motivations:
All four students interviewed expected to improve their Spanish or learn the “proper”
variety. The specific skills they mentioned included writing, reading, and speaking. Rebeca said
that she expected “to learn to write and speak Spanish better, correctly.” Similarly, Imelda stated
that she actually expected “more emphasis on reading and writing.”
As far as their motivations to enroll in these classes, all four interviewees indicated that
they hoped to put their polished linguistic skills to good use in future jobs. Maria talked about
doing broadcasts in Spanish and Rebeca said she would “like to work interpreting at a hospital o
in court.” Along the same lines, Sara commented that she expected to use her heritage language
to talk to Spanish-speaking children and parents once she was teaching Elementary school.
Sadly, while Imelda also verbalized that “Spanish will help with any job you have”; the main
reason she registered in the course is because she was “forced” by an advisor to do so.
Apparently, she was told she had no other choice. It was unclear to Imelda why that course was
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her only option. Interestingly, Rebeca, Sara, and Imelda also articulated that they took the class
to better their Spanish for personal satisfaction.
Based on the surveys and the interviews, the types of motivation found were somewhat
different than those reported in the literature of similar studies: these subjects were more
interested in further developing their HL skills for career and work purposes, than for deepening
their integration into their HL community.
These results and the need to better understand HL learners in general and SHS students
in particular, were the reasons to pursue a more in-depth and extensive, but adapted study. First,
due to logistics, the second questionnaire was dropped altogether. Second, the first survey was
turned into a shorter, modified instrument. Furthermore, the survey itself was tailored to
substitute most of the open-ended questions, which proved problematic during the pilot study,
for multiple-choice items that would be easier to interpret, by both subjects and researcher, and
faster to answer. This modified questionnaire (Appendix E) was also improved because, while it
keeps questions on basic demographic information, expectations, and motivation, it also
incorporates items aimed at the topic of ethnic identity. The following questions were removed
because they were not considered essential to the central themes listed above: Items 9, 10, 11,
and 24. Similarly, items 16, 17, 21, 22, 23, 25, 27, 28, and 29 were removed from the survey to
focus more specifically on academic expectations, and not on plans for future family
bilingualism or expectations on more technical areas such as methods or level of difficulty.
These questions, however, were kept in the interview component. Additionally, as described
above, some of the questions were turned into multiple-choice items; this includes questions 19,
20, and 26. In the final version of the new survey used in the study, they were questions 13, 14,
and 16. Some of the new items on the instrument were modified versions from other surveys:
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Item 15, Mikulski (2006); item 16, Wen (1997); item 17, Phinney (1992); items 18 and 19,
Chinen and Tucker, (2005).
The questions for the interviews for both students (Appendix C) and
professors/coordinators (Appendix D) were also modified as a result of the pilot study. The new
student interview guide-questions (Appendix F) reflected the following changes: Questions 7,
21, and 22 were deleted. The first two were considered not significantly relevant to the research
questions. Furthermore, question 21 was very time-consuming and I wanted to keep the
interview duration under 20 minutes to get as many volunteers as possible, and for logistic
reasons as well. Question 22 was taken out because it did not work very well in the pilot study; it
proved confusing for the participants. The other change was the addition of three questions (22,
23, and 24) with the sole purpose of eliciting more data on motivation and identity, two of the
main themes of the study. A few modifications were also made to the professor interview
questions. The new interview (Appendix G) added secondary or follow-up probes to questions
10 and 11. The addition to #10 was meant to prompt data on motivation. The addition on #11,
however, was to produce data that could then be compared with the students’ answers;
something that proved interesting from the pilot study results. Moreover, questions 14 and 15
were inserted to the interview to gather data on motivation and identity from the professors’
point of view.
The Study
To reiterate, the final version of the study had the following components: Student
interviews, professor and program coordinator interviews, a student survey, and classroom
observations. Therefore, this inquiry was categorized as a mixed methods study. As Bergman
(2008) explains, this refers to “the combination of at least one qualitative and at least one
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quantitative component in a single research project or program” (p. 1). There were a few reasons
why it was decided to integrate a quantitative instrument into a mostly qualitative design. First,
the triangulation of both methods and their collected data would strengthen the results. Second,
the diverse data can provide a better, deeper understanding of the researched topics. Third, the
integration of a survey was the best way to take advantage of a multi-site study and collect data
from as many SHS students as possible. In turn, this volume of data will reinforce the validity of
the conclusions. Finally, some of the related studies reviewed in chapter 2 (Beaudrie & Ducar,
2005; Cho, 2000; Lee & Kim 2008; Mikulski, 2006; Weger-Guntharp, 2008; Wen, 2011), follow
a similar mixed-method design. Clearly, other researchers have also seen the merits of this
combination of tools for this type of inquiry.
Within mixed methods typology, the study is classified as a concurrent QUAL-quan
project (Creswell, 2003, p. 217; Gay et al., 2006, p.491; Hesse-Biber, 2010, pp. 68-70). This
means that both the qualitative and the quantitative data were collected simultaneously during
each of the phases of the study. Moreover, the QUAL-quan model prioritizes or emphasizes the
qualitative data; leaving the quantitative information to triangulate or complement the main
component. This can be done a couple of different ways, for this project it took the form of a
comparison/contrast analysis. Creswell (2003) validates this type of design, explaining that:
Ideally, the priority would be equal between the two methods, but in practical application
the priority may be given to either the quantitative or the qualitative approach. This
strategy usually integrates the results of the two methods during the interpretation phase.
(p. 217)
Therefore, the questionnaire will be used to get a general profile of the target population,
and to triangulate the data with the results from the qualitative methods. Since the main objective

46

in this study is to learn about students’ expectations from and experiences in SHS programs, it is
the qualitative tools and data that will be emphasized. Because, as Merriam (2001) explains:
The key philosophical assumption…upon which all types of qualitative research are
based is the view that reality is constructed by individuals interacting with their social
worlds. Qualitative researchers are interested in understanding the meaning people
constructed…how they make sense of their world and the experiences they have in the
world. (p. 6)
From the various types of inquiry covered under the term qualitative research, the option
that best fit the study was what Merriam (2001) calls a “basic or generic qualitative study.” As
she explains, this is the most common type of design for qualitative studies in the field of
education, and it is usually chosen by researchers who “simply seek to discover and understand a
phenomenon, a process, or the perspectives or worldviews of the people involved” (p. 11). Since
the main data collecting technique will be student and teacher interviews, according to Hatch
(2002), the study could also be classified as an Interview Study and described as:
Qualitative interviewers create a special kind of speech event during which they ask
open-ended questions, encourage informants to explain their unique perspectives on the
issues at hand, and listen intently for special language and other clues that reveal meaning
structures informants use to understand their worlds. (p. 23)
This is probably the best way to get HL learners to open up about their needs and goals
and how well their respective SHS programs are fulfilling them. The reason is that the rich
narrative produced by qualitative methodology helps to better understand the linguistic realities
and perspectives of the subjects from their own point of view, as well as that of their professors.
Furthermore, the philosophy underlying qualitative research seems to be the most appropriate for
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the study, as Merriam (2001) notes: “education is considered to be a process and school is a lived
experience” and the important point is “understanding the meaning of the process or experience”
(p. 4).
Research Questions
Using the above described mixed methods design based on interviews as the primary
form of data gathering, the study analyzed the educational experiences of Hispanic students
enrolled in university SHS programs. These events were explored through the following research
questions:
1. What are the specific academic expectations and interests of students enrolled in SHS
courses? What do they expect to learn and what do they want to learn?
2. What motivates students to enroll in SHS courses?
3. How do students feel about their SHS classes? Do these programs attend to their
needs/expectations?
4. What do SHS professors think their students expect to learn? What do they think their
students want to learn? What do SHS professors think motivates their students to enroll in
their courses? How satisfied do SHS professors think their students are with their
courses?
Methodological Framework
As explained by Hatch (2002), a qualitative study must be framed by two types of theory:
methodological and substantive. “Methodological theory places the proposed study in a research
paradigm and identifies what type of study is been planned. It the formal expression of the
researcher’s answers to…ontological and epistemological questions” (pp. 38-39). In other words,
the chosen research paradigm sets the assumptions considered in reference to the fundamental
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questions of a) What is the nature of reality; b) what can be known, and what is the relationship
between knower and known; and c) how can knowledge be gained?
The study was framed within a social constructivist paradigm. In this paradigm
“individuals seek understanding of the world in which they live and work” (Creswell, 2007,
p.20) and each individual has his or her own perspective, so that in fact there are multiple
realities as each of us construct reality from our own point of view. Knowledge is, therefore,
symbolic and subjective and both researchers and participants contribute to the construction of
reality; a reality that is usually studied through interviews and observations of the participants in
their natural settings in order to better explore and understand the complexities of interactions
among subjects and their historical and cultural settings.
The social constructivist paradigm was chosen because this researcher believes that
knowledge and reality in the language classroom are constructed jointly by teachers, students,
and the target language community. Furthermore, both are heavily influenced by the historical
and cultural contexts. Consequently, it seems obvious that that there are a multitude of realities.
As Reagan (1999) explains in an article dedicated to constructivism and second/foreign language
pedagogy:
[In] constructivism…emphasis is placed on the individual learner’s construction of his or
her knowledge. Beyond this, though, constructivism assumes not only that learning is
constructed, but also that the learning process is a personal and individual one, that
learning is an active process, that learning is collaborative in nature, and that all learning
is situated. (p. 414)
The second component of the theoretical framework is substantive theory, which is “what
is used to describe and explain the phenomena to be investigated—the substance of the study”
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(Hatch 2002, p. 39). Since the focus of the study was students’ expectations and their logical ties
to motivation, it would be logical for the second theoretical component to be connected to these.
However, there is no theoretical framework closely associated with students’ academic
expectations. In all the reviewed studies, the reported expectations were a secondary result of
research focusing primarily on something else, typically motivation or attitudes; therefore, those
were the concepts that the theoretical model used sought to analyze and/or explain. On the area
of foreign language learning motivation, the best well-known framework is Gardner and
Lambert’s integrative/instrumental motivation model. However, as noted in chapter 2, this
conceptualization has received strong and, in this researcher’s opinion, valid, criticisms because
it is seen as static, rather than flexible; incomplete, because it does not seem to encompass all
types of motivation; and it appears overly concerned with the end result: language level acquired.
As also reviewed on chapter 2, the model has been expanded or updated (Gardner, 1985;
Tremblay & Gardner, 1995) and other frameworks have been proposed (Noels, 2005; Norton,
1995; Ushioda, 1994). Whereas it would have been very interesting to explore the idea of
investment as conceptualized by Norton (1995 & Norton, 2000) because, as Weger-Guntharp
(2008) points out, it seems especially relevant to HL motivation due to its connection to social
identity; it seems clear that 20-30-minute interviews are too brief to collect enough data to
properly investigate this complex model. This is illustrated by Norton (2000), who talked to and
observed her subjects for hours at a time over a two-year period. Since none of the other
proposed frameworks were found suitable, the study was guided by some of the ideas expressed
by Ushioda (1994), who conceives motivation as a qualitative construct and does not advocate to
classify motivations into static categories, but rather list as many as research subjects mention. I
believe this conceptualization may help us to better understand the realities of the SHS
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classroom; such as what students bring in to the class as far as expectations and motivation, the
individual differences between students and their specific goals for these courses, as well as
issues of identity. Therefore, this project posits that the principles of social constructivism and
the idea of motivation as a qualitative construct are flexible enough to be able to accommodate
and account for the diversity of experiences found in SHS programs.
Sites
Aiming to have a larger and more diverse pool of participants than the related studies
reviewed in chapter two, research focused on students enrolled in SHS programs at four
universities in the Southwestern states of Nevada, California, and Texas. The schools involved
will be referred to as Nevada1 (NV1), Nevada2 (NV2), California State (CAS), and the
University of Texas (UTX). To be able to conduct research with students and professors, an
Internal Review Board (IRB) protocol was submitted at and approved by NV1. For another two
of the sites, NV2 and CAS, copies of the protocol were sent to them, and they in turn completed
facility authorization forms. Then, the original approved protocol was modified to include these
schools and their respective signed forms. However, the process at UTX did not go as smoothly.
Although the chairperson of the department involved was welcoming of the idea of participating
in the study, she was completely unaware of what research involving human subjects entails. At
the end, it was necessary to submit a complete IRB protocol and go through the approval
process. Unfortunately, this episode delayed data collection at UTX by four months.
Getting four universities to agree to collaborate with the project was easier than it had
been anticipated, but it took some time. At NV1 and UTX, their participation was secured
through personal connections with former professors and acquaintances. For NV2, after reaching
out to the professor in charge of the SHS program, he immediately agreed to provide access to
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his courses and students. For the school in California, a different institution was originally
contacted because there was a professional connection with the program coordinator. However,
by the time the data collecting was finally ready to get started, that person had retired and the
new professor would not even return calls or e-mail messages. Therefore, a call for help was
posted within the webpage for the SHS Special Interest Group at the American Council on the
Teaching of Foreign Languages (ACTFL). Fortunately, another professor with high regard for
educational research volunteered her class. This was very important because it maintained the
diversity of schools and states that was essential for the design of the study.
Participants
The first part of the student survey was dedicated to collecting demographic information
to understand the background of the participants and to assist in the analysis of the collected
data. As shown in Tables 1-5, 121 subjects completed the survey; however, one of them had
several questions left blank. Therefore, some of the data reported will total 120, not 121.
Gender was the first category and, of the 120 respondents, there were more than twice as
many females (n=83) than males (n=37). Since most of the subjects could be categorized as
traditional university students, their average age of 21.6 years could be considered within the
likely range. Furthermore, the median age is 21, the mode is 19, and 86.8% of them were 25
years and younger. For the complete information on age, refer to Table 1. In reference to
ethnicity, given that all four researched institutions are in the Southwest, it would be predictable
that most of the subjects are of Mexican descent (Mexican mother 58.7%, Mexican father
53.7%). The second most popular answer was Hispanic (mother 17.4%, father 18.2%); the third
one was Salvadorian (mother 5%, father 4.1%), the fourth one was Hispanic/Mexican (mother
4.1%, father 3.3), and the fifth one was a Mexican-American (mother 2.5%, father 2.5%). For a
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complete breakdown of ethnicity, refer to Table 2. It is very possible that some of the answers
provided overlap (Mexican-American may mean Mexican); however, it is also possible that
some subjects meant something different and specific (Mexican-American may mean a person of
mixed race and/or culture). Therefore, most answers in this category were kept as written by the
subject. Only in two cases were answers combined: Anglo or American or White or US citizen
and Unknown or ? (question mark). In these cases, the answers combined seemed to refer to the
same group.
Table 1
Participants Age
Age
Frequency
18
13
19
26
20
25
21
17
22
11
23
7
24
4
25
1
26
1
27
5
28
1
29
1
30
1
31
4
37
1
39
2
Missing
1
Total
121

Percent
10.7
21.5
20.7
14.0
9.1
5.8
3.3
.8
.8
4.1
.8
.8
.8
3.3
.8
1.7
.8
100.0

Table 2
Ethnicity of Participants’ Parents
Ethnicity
Mothers
Frequency
Mexican
71
Hispanic
21
Salvadorian
6

Mothers
Percent
58.7
17.4
5.0
53

Fathers
Frequency
65
22
5

Fathers
Percent
53.7
18.2
4.1

Hispanic/Mexican
Latino/a
Mexican American
Peruvian
Anglo or American or
White or US citizen
Colombian
Guatemalan
Puerto Rican
Cuban
African Hispanic
Hispanic/Nicaraguan
Honduran
Spanish
Mexican/Spanish/German
Mexican/Spanish
Salvadorian/American
Puerto Rican/Italian
Hispanic/Native
Unknown or ?
Missing
Total

5
3
3
2
2

4.1
2.5
2.5
1.7
1.7

4
2
3
3
3

3.3
1.7
2.5
2.5
2.5

1
1
1
1
1
1
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
1
1
121

.8
.8
.8
.8
.8
.8
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
.8
.8
100

1
0
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
0
1
121

.8
0
.8
.8
.8
.8
.8
.8
.8
.8
.8
.8
.8
0
.8
100

In the study, it was very important to ask questions about language. As far as dominant
language, most of the subjects considered themselves English dominant (52.1 %); however, a
rather large group (44.6%) saw themselves as equally proficient in both English and Spanish.
Not surprisingly, only a few (3.3%) considered themselves as Spanish dominant. These last two
figures may be explained by the answers to the percentage of Spanish spoken at home. 52.1% of
the participants responded that Spanish is spoken in their house between 61 and 100% of the
time. Furthermore, the highest percentage of Spanish spoken at home (81-100%) was the option
selected by the highest percentage of students (31.4%). Moreover, the mid-range option (41-60%
of the time) was the second most popular answer (22.3%). For the complete figures on this
question, refer to Table 3.
Table 3
Spanish spoken at home
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Percentage of
Spanish spoken
at home
0-5%
6-20%
21-40%
41-60%
61-80%
81-100%
Total

Frequency

Percent

8
13
10
27
25
38
121

6.6
10.7
8.3
22.3
20.7
31.4
100

The last group of demographic questions had to do with education. First, to the question
of how many had attended school in a Spanish-speaking country; only 19.8% of the subjects
replied they had. The remaining majority, 79.3%, had not. (As mentioned above, one of the
subjects left several questions unanswered, this was one of them.) From the 24 students who
answered yes, there was a clear variation on the years attended, ranging from one to 18. The
three most popular answers, however, were on the lower part of the spectrum. Six participants
attended for one year; five attended for two; and three of them attended for five years. Therefore,
it would be fair to say that even for those who did get some schooling in a Spanish-speaking
country, it was rather limited. The complete information can be seen in Table 4. As far as taking
other Spanish classes and what type, most of them (53.7%) had previously taken SHS courses
and a small group (11.6%) had taken Spanish for non-Natives classes (SNN). Furthermore, a
very small percentage (1.7) reported having taken both SHS and SNN and one third (32.2%) had
never taken any Spanish classes before. Lastly, in reference to their final educational goal,
almost half of them (48.8%) indicated a Master’s degree; slightly more than a quarter (27.3%)
replied a Bachelor’s degree; another fifth (21.5%) planned to get a doctorate; and finally, a very
small percentage (2.5%) selected the “other” option.
Table 4
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Years of schooling in a Spanish-speaking country
Number of years
Frequency
Percent
0
96
79.3
1
6
5.0
2
5
4.1
3
2
1.7
4
1
.8
5
3
2.5
8
2
1.7
11
1
.8
12
1
.8
16
1
.8
17
1
.8
18
1
.8
Missing
1
.8
Total
121
100
Instruments
The data for this study was collected in several different ways:
1. Semi-structured interviews with students
2. Semi-structured interviews with instructors
3. Student surveys
4. Classroom observations
The student interviews (Appendix F) focused on collecting data from six different areas:
Basic demographic information (three questions), language demographic information (three
questions), class expectations (nine questions), motivation (six questions), identity (four
questions), and reactions/attitudes toward the program (six questions). However, some of the
questions overlapped into two different areas. Each of the student interviews lasted between 13
and 38 minutes (most of them were around 20 minutes) and they were tape-recorded. These are
some examples of the queries used:
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a) What is your major and what classes are you taking this semester (Demographic
information).
b) Did you take Spanish classes before the course you are currently taking? (Language
information).
c) Before the semester started, what did you want to learn/cover in your current Spanish
course? Have you learned/covered it? (Expectations).
d) Did you take the class with a specific purpose in mind? (Motivation).
e) Do you think it is important to speak your family’s language? Why? (Identity)
f) Do you think it was a good idea to take this SHS class? Why? (Reactions to the program).
g) Did you think that improving your Spanish skills would help you communicate with
anybody in particular? (Motivation and identity).
These dialogues, as well as those with the professors/coordinators, are classified as semistructured interviews. This format was selected to have some flexibility and be able to explore
any new or interesting idea or information that might surface during the course of the interviews.
As Merriam (2001) notes: “This format allows the researcher to respond to the situation at hand,
to the emerging worldview of the respondent, and to new ideas on the topic” (p. 74).
The instructor interviews (Appendix G) focused on six areas as well: Demographic
information (five questions), program information and perception (13 questions), expectations
(two questions), motivation (three questions), identity (one question), and reactions/attitudes
toward the program (three questions). These interviews were between 30 and 40 minutes long,
and they were tape-recorded. The following are sample questions from those interactions:
a) What is your academic background? (Demographic information).
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b) Explain the SHS program at this institution in terms of placement, curriculum,
assessment, textbook, language requirement, and skills addressed. (Program
information).
c) What do you think students expect to get out of this course? What do you think they
would like to learn/cover in this class? (Expectations).
d) Why do you think students enroll in the SHS program? (Motivation).
e) How do you think the families of your student feel about them taking this class and
improving their Spanish? Do they influence them to do so? (Identity).
f) How satisfied do you think students are after taking a SHS class at your institution?
(Reactions to the program).
As describe above, the student survey used in this study was put together after an
examination of the questionnaires used during the pilot study. This version consisted of twenty
questions that focused on six different areas: Basic demographic information (six questions),
language demographic information (six questions), class expectations (two questions),
motivation (two questions), identity (three questions), and volunteering for an interview (one
question). Although there seems to be only a couple of questions on the main topics
(expectations, motivation, and identity), each of those questions consisted of multiple options
(between four and 13) that the subjects could have selected. (Appendix E)
Lastly, classroom observations were the fourth instrument used in this study.
During these observations, the role of the researcher was that of an observer participant, as the
main objective was to record everything that occurred in the participant SHS classrooms. In
reference to this role, Merriam (2001) explains: “Participation in the group is definitely
secondary to the role of information gatherer” (p. 101). During these observations, data were
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collected on anything considered potentially relevant: The physical setting, the participants,
activities and interaction, conversations, subtle factors, and the observer’s own behavior
(Merriam 2001, pp. 97-98). These data were collected through the use of field notes taken during
the observation and immediately after it, to ensure that all details were fresh in the memory. As a
part of the field notes, the researcher’s own personal commentaries to what he observed were
also included. On this practice, Merriam (2001) notes: “An important component of field notes is
observer commentary; comments can include the researcher’s feelings, reactions, hunches, initial
interpretations, and working hypotheses” (p. 106).
Data Collection
For each of the class sections researched, preliminary conversations were held with each
professor to agree on a viable day to observe their class. Once the date(s) was/were set, each
instructor talked to their students about the guest they were going to have, so they would not be
surprised. On the day of the actual visit, at the beginning of the class period, this researcher
introduced himself and explained the study and its confidentiality. Students were asked to
participate, but they were given the choice to opt out as well. Next, each student and professor
was provided with two copies of the Informed Consent form agreeing to being observed during
their class. One copy was for them to complete and return to the researcher; the other one was for
them to keep. Fortunately, every single student in all seven participating classes agreed to the
classroom observation part of the study. The student survey came next. In some of the sections it
was done immediately after the observation forms were completed, but in others the professor
requested that it be done at the end of class. Either way, the survey was briefly explained and
students invited to participate. Then, each participant was given the instrument itself and two
copies of the Informed Consent form agreeing to complete it. After about ten minutes, the
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answered questionnaire and the signed form were collected. Once again, every single student
decided to join on the second part of the study. Lastly, the researcher explained what the
interview component was, asked for volunteers, and made meeting arrangements with those
interested in participating.
For the interviews, all four universities provided a quiet area where these could take
place. Again, each volunteer was briefly explained what the interview was about and that it
would be audio-recorded. Next, they got two copies of the Informed Consent form agreeing to be
interviewed and audio-recorded. As with the other forms, they signed one for the study records
and they kept the other one for themselves. The same process was followed during the professor
interviews, except those that occurred in their own offices.
For NV1, both levels of their SHS program (226 and 227) participated in the study. Due
to the nature of the first two research questions asking about expectations and motivations, it was
deemed that these ideas would be fresher, and more relevant, on the minds of students who were
on their first semester in these programs. However, 227 was considered an exception because the
semester that the data was collected (Spring 2012), a large majority of the students enrolled
(70%) had been placed directly into the second course; so, they had not taken 226 prior to that
semester. For 226, 12 students completed the survey and five volunteered for the interview, as
well as the instructor. For 227, 13 students answered the questionnaire and five of them were
also interviewed, along with their professor. Since the data collection occurred at the end of the
semester--May 2012--and the project involved traveling, there was only one opportunity to
observe each of the classes. Therefore, the total for NV1 was 25 student surveys, ten student
interviews, two professor interviews, and two classroom observations.
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For the other three institutions, only the first course in their SHS programs was
considered. The second institution visited was CAS. This school had the largest class of all those
involved in the study. Furthermore, it was a hybrid six-credit course in which students met for
class twice a week for an hour and twenty minutes; and then they fulfilled the grammar
component requirement through online exercises. At that school, 36 subjects took the survey and
six of them were interviewed. Also, the professor/coordinator was interviewed and one class was
observed. Once again, the time of the semester--May 2012--and the logistics of traveling made
more classroom observations impossible.
The last set of data collected during May of 2012 belonged to NV2. From that program,
19 students completed the questionnaire and five of them also volunteered for an interview. The
professor/coordinator was also interviewed and the class was observed only once for the same
reasons explained before.
Lastly, UTX was the last school studied--October 2012--due to the time spent processing
their own IRB protocol. This SHS program is much larger than the other three; therefore, it was
possible to get a few class sections involved in the project. From section 1, 13 student surveys
were collected, three students were interviewed, and the class was observed twice. However, the
professor left town due to a family emergency and their interview was not possible to conduct
until June of 2013. From section 2, the total included 11 student surveys, five student interviews,
one professor interview, and two classroom observations. Finally, from section 3, 17 students
completed surveys, but only one volunteered for an interview. Also, the instructor was
interviewed and the class was observed only once. Since none of the three professors interviewed
were the program coordinator, the second visit to UTX also served to talk to that person. At the
end, the data from the fourth university included: 41 surveys, nine student interviews, four
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professor interviews, and five classroom observations. As shown in Table 5, the total data
collected was comprised of 121 student surveys (one of them incomplete), 30 student interviews,
eight professor/coordinator interviews, and nine classroom observations.
The participants for the student interviews were selected from those who volunteered and
whose availability fit into a tight schedule and limited time at each location. Some of the
professors (NV1-227, CAS, NV2, and UTX-Sec1) did try to help out by suggesting or asking
certain students to volunteer. They made these recommendations based on a request to select
subjects that reflected a diverse body in the areas of national ethnicity, academic achievement
and goals, motivations and attitudes, age, and gender. For as Merriam (2001) notes: “Purposeful
sampling is based on the assumption that the investigator wants to discover, understand, and gain
insight and therefore must select a sample from which the most can be learned” (p. 61).
However, the ultimate deciding factors on which students got interviewed were availability and
scheduling.
Table 5
Summary of collected data
School
Student
Surveys
NV1 – SP6
12
NV1 – SP7
13
CAS
36
NV2
19
UTX – Sec. 1
13
UTX – Sec. 2
UTX – Sec. 3
UTX – SHS
Coordinator
Total

Student
Interviews
5
5
6
5
3

Professor
Interviews
1
1
1
1
1*

Classroom
Observations
1
1
1
1
2

11
17
N/A

5
1
N/A

1
1
1

2
1
N/A

121

30

8

9
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Month Data
Collected
May 2012
May 2012
May 2012
May 2012
October 2012
* June 2013
October 2012
October 2012
June 2013

The overt connection between student and professor interviews, the student survey, and
classroom observations complemented and helped to better understand the information
originated from each of these sources. While the questionnaire provided information in volume
(n=121) to depict a general idea of the target population in regards to demographics,
expectations, motivation, and ethnic identity, the interviews not only complemented that
knowledge but they also provided more specific and detailed answers to the same central
concerns. Furthermore, the interviews contributed extra information on other topics such
comparing and contrasting students and professors perspectives on these courses. Finally, the
classroom observations provided a first-hand look at how the different programs and professors
deal, on a daily basis, with students’ expectations and motivations. Together, all these tools
helped develop a more complete picture of SHS programs, and in doing so they created the
necessary context to competently answer the research questions.
Data Analysis
The gathered data were analyzed using these procedures:
1. Interview transcriptions
2. Category construction
3. SPSS program
Every single student and professor interview, 30 and eight respectively, was transcribed.
About half of the interviews were transcribed by this researcher; the rest were done by an
experienced transcriber recommended by the Department of Teaching and Learning Graduate
Advisor. The completed and signed Transcriber’s Confidentiality Agreement is included in the
Appendices section (Appendix H).
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Based on the data from the interview transcripts and from the classroom observations
field notes, categories based on emerging patterns were constructed. As noted by Merriam
(2001): “Moving beyond basic description to the next level of analysis, the challenge is to
construct categories or themes that capture some recurring pattern that cuts across…the data” (p.
179). The construction of categories was focused especially on the main topics of interest,
namely student expectations, motivation and identity. As Merriam (2001) explains: “Devising
categories is largely an intuitive process, but it is also systematic and informed by the study’s
purpose, the investigator’s orientation and knowledge, and the meaning made explicit by the
participant themselves” (p. 179).
The answers on the student questionnaire were analyzed through the use of the statistical
program SPSS. The gathered data produced basic frequency statistics in the areas of basic
demographic information, language demographic information, class expectations, motivation,
and identity. Additionally, there was interest in how certain variables (gender, dominant
language, schooling in a Spanish-speaking country, Spanish courses taken before, and university
attended) interacted with or impacted the listed expectations and types of motivation. To explore
these intersections and combinations, Cross-Tabulations were run and analyzed. This type of
frequency distribution was selected because all variables involved were categorized as nominal.
Therefore, for each of the five dependable variables identified above, a Cross-Tabulation was run
for each of the options in the two questions that were related to expectations (questions 13 and
14); as well as for each of the options in the two questions related to motivations (questions 15
and 16). Furthermore, to verify the statistical significance, or lack thereof, between the observed
and the expected differences for all the Cross-Tabulations, Chi-Square/Cramer’s V tests were
also run for each of them. However, no further post hoc tests were run to pinpoint exactly where
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the statistically significant differences were located because that level of detail was not necessary
for the present study. Nonetheless, it is something that should be considered for future analyses
of these data.
Validity and Reliability
The issues of validity and/or reliability of the study are addressed separately for the two
different sets of methods and its findings. This was based on Creswell’s (2003) point that:
“writers on mixed methods advocate for the use of validity procedures for both the quantitative
and qualitative phases of the study” (p. 221). On the one hand, for qualitative data, the study will
use some of the techniques suggested by Merriam (2001) and Creswell (2003). First, the
researcher’s biases are explained in detail by clarifying the assumptions and theory on which the
study is based. Second, the use of rich, thick descriptions to convey the findings will help the
reader determine the level of similarity—and possibility of transferring the findings—between
the research environment and other situations. Third, the design of the study provides
triangulation of data since it will come from student and instructor interviews, classroom
observations, and student surveys. Finally, information on discrepancies will be presented in the
results chapter. On the other hand, potential threats to the validity of the quantitative data from
student questionnaires are addressed in this section. First, the survey used was modified based on
the findings from the pilot study described above. Second, the new items in the survey come
from studies/articles published in peer-reviewed journals. Third, the multi-site (four universities,
seven sections) nature of the study and the considerable size of the sample (N=121) provide a
strong case for the validity of the quantitative findings. Lastly, Chi-Square tests were run to find
the statistically significant differences for Cross Tabulations with 2x2 configurations and
Cramer’s V tests were run for those with 3x2 and 4x2 configurations.
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CHAPTER 4
FINDINGS
Findings are presented in relation to the research questions that guided the study. As
stated in chapter 3, the quantitative data were comprised of 121 student surveys; whereas the
main focus of the study, the qualitative data, included 30 student interviews, eight professors and
program coordinator interviews, and nine classroom observations.
Research Questions
The four research questions for the study were the following:
1. What are the specific academic expectations and interests of students enrolled in SHS
courses? What do they expect to learn and what do they want to learn?
2. What motivates students to enroll in SHS courses?
3. How do students feel about their SHS classes? Do these programs attend to their
needs/expectations?
4. What do SHS professors think their students expect to learn? What do they think their
students want to learn? What do SHS professors think motivates their students to enroll in
their courses? How satisfied do SHS professors think their students are with their
courses?
First Research Question: Expectations and Wants
1. What are the specific academic expectations and interests of students enrolled in SHS
courses? What do they expect to learn and what do they want to learn?
Student Survey
The first question investigated what students expected from SHS courses and what they
wanted to learn. Suspecting that these were not one and the same for every learner, the study
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sought to shed some light on this dichotomy. First, using the 121 student surveys, frequencies
were calculated for questions 13 and 14. As seen in Appendix E, both of these questions list
thirteen different areas or components typically covered in SHS programs. For question 13,
subjects were asked to select all of those that they expected to be part of the curriculum, before
the class started. Question 14 was very similar, except it required participants to check the areas
they wanted to learn before the beginning of their course. The results from the frequencies for
question 13 suggested that a majority of the participating students expected their SHS class to
focus on grammar and grammar-related areas. For example, 90.9% of them expected to learn
grammar, 91.7% thought they would learn how to do accent marks, and 81.8% expected to
acquire spelling skills. On the other hand, areas of language study not usually present in a typical
grammar-based language class (Culture 38.8%, Literature 33.1%, and History 24.8%) were not
expected to be covered by many of the participants. The complete set of frequencies for question
13 is shown in Table 6.
Table 6.
Survey question 13. Areas of study expected to be covered in SHS courses.
Area
Frequency
Percent
Accents
111
91.7
Grammar
110
90.9
Writing
106
87.6
Spelling
99
81.8
Vocabulary
94
77.7
Pronunciation
81
66.9
Speaking
76
62.8
Reading
76
62.8
Verb Conjugation
64
52.9
Formal Spanish
63
52.1
Culture
47
38.8
Literature
40
33.1
History
30
24.8

67

Also notable for this data from survey question 13 is that while a majority of students
(87.6%) expected to learn or improve their writing skills, something that seems a logical byproduct of a traditional grammar course, only slightly more than half of them (52.9%) expected
this type of class to cover verb conjugation; same thing that is usually present in all beginning
and intermediate language courses.
The reported frequencies for survey question 14 are very similar to those for question 13.
Table 7 displays the two sets of frequencies side by side, and it shows how the order from
highest to lowest frequency is exactly the same for all areas across both questions. All the
percentages, with the exception of Formal Spanish, for the “Wanted to learn” column are slightly
lower than those in the “Expected to learn” column.
Table 7.
Survey questions 13 and 14. Comparison of areas students expected and wanted to learn in their
SHS courses.
Area
Expected to Wanted to
learn
learn
Accents
91.7%
88.4%
Grammar
90.9%
77.7%
Writing
87.6%
77.7%
Spelling
81.8%
71.1%
Vocabulary
77.7%
72.7%
Pronunciation
66.9%
53.7%
Speaking
62.8%
52.1%
Reading
62.8%
47.9%
Verb Conjugation
52.9%
41.3%
Formal Spanish
52.1%
52.1%
Culture
38.8%
35.5%
Literature
33.1%
27.3%
History
24.8%
24.0%
As explained in chapter 3, while the quantitative data were not the main focus of this
study; nonetheless, there was interest in exploring some statistical information beyond simple
frequencies. That is why certain variables (gender, dominant language, schooling in a Spanish68

speaking country, Spanish courses taken before, and university attended) were selected to
investigate how they interacted with or impacted the areas students expected and/or wanted to
learn. Since all the variables involved represented categories and not actual numbers, CrossTabulations were deemed the appropriate procedure to delve into these intersections and
combinations. Therefore, for each of the five dependent variables identified above, a CrossTabulation was run for each of the options (n=13) in the two survey questions related to
expectations (questions 13 and 14). Furthermore, to analyze the statistical significance, or lack
thereof, between the differences for all these Cross-Tabulations, Chi-Square tests were run for
those with a 2x2 configuration and Cramer’s V tests were run for 3x2 and 4x2 configurations.
For Gender, the first of the dependent variables explored, all differences shown in the
Cross-Tabulations run were attributed to chance, as none of the 26 Chi-Square tests performed
indicated a statistical significant difference. In other words, Gender does not appear to have an
impact at all on what subjects expected or wanted to learn.
However, the results for the second dependent variable, Dominant Language, were
different, several of the combinations were meaningful beyond chance or sampling error.
Specifically, the options for this variable (English dominant, Spanish dominant, and Equally
proficient in both) produced five statistically significant differences in their interaction with the
areas the participants expected to cover in their SHS classes (Question 13), and three more when
they interfaced with the areas they wanted to cover (Question 14). The complete set of tables for
all statistically significant Cross-tabulations is located in Appendix I.
For student expectations, five areas were statistically significant: 1) Writing (see Table
A1), Cramer’s V (2, n=121) = .016. English dominant students (93.7%) were more likely to
expect Writing as part of the curriculum compared to students who were equally proficient in
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both languages (83.3%), and students who were Spanish dominant (50%). 2) Literature (see
Table A2), Cramer’s V (2, n=121) = .029. Spanish dominant students (75%) were more likely to
expect Literature as part of the curriculum compared to students who were equally proficient in
both languages (40.7%), and students who were English dominant (23.8%). 3) Reading (see
Table A3), Cramer’s V (2, n=121) = .020. English dominant students (74.6%) were more likely
to expect Reading as a part of the curriculum compared to students who were Spanish dominant
(50%), and students who were equally proficient in both languages (50%). 4) Culture (see Table
A4), Cramer’s V (2, n=121) = .000. Spanish dominant students (75%) were more likely to expect
Culture as a part of the curriculum compared to students who were equally proficient in both
languages (55.6%), and students who were English dominant (22.2%). 5) History (see Table A5),
Cramer’s V (2, n=121) = .001. Spanish dominant students (50%) were more likely to expect
History as a part of the curriculum compared to students who were equally dominant in both
languages (38.9%), and students who were English dominant (11.1%). Since further post hoc test
were not run, it is impossible to pinpoint with scientific certitude exactly where the statistically
significant differences were located.
For student wants, three areas were statistically significant: 1) Reading (see Table A8),
Cramer’s V (2, n=121) = .013. Spanish dominant students (75%) were more likely to want
Reading as part of the curriculum compared to students who were English dominant (58.7%),
and students who were equally proficient in both languages (33.3%). 2) Vocabulary (see Table
A6), Cramer’s V (2, n=121) = .009. Spanish dominant students (100%) were more likely to want
Vocabulary as a part of the curriculum compared to English dominant students (82.5%), and
students who were equally proficient in both languages (59.3%). 3) Speaking (see Table A7),
Cramer’s V (2, n=121) = .001. English dominant students (66.7%) were more likely to want
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Speaking as part of the curriculum compared to students who were equally proficient in both
languages (38.9 %), and Spanish dominant students (0.0%).
The third variable tested, attending school in a Spanish-speaking country, produced two
significant differences. 1) Culture (see Table A9), Χ2 (1, n=120) = .009. Students who attended
school in a Spanish-speaking country (62.5%) were more likely to expect Culture as part of the
curriculum compared to students who did not attend school in a Spanish-speaking country
(33.3%). 2) Culture (see Table A10), Χ2 (1, n=120) = .028. Students who attended school in a
Spanish-speaking country (54.2%) were more likely to want Culture as part of the curriculum
compared to students who did not attend school in a Spanish-speaking country (30.2%).
The fourth variable tested, Spanish courses taken, was related to educational background
as well, and it also produced two statistically significant differences. 1) Culture (see Table A11),
Cramer’s V (3, n=120) = .031. Students who attended both SHS and SNN classes (100%) were
more likely to expect Culture as a part of the curriculum compared to students who took SHS
classes (47.7%), students who had not taken Spanish classes (28.2%), and students who had
taken SNN classes (92.9%). 2) Spelling (see Table A12), Cramer’s V (3, n=120) = .030. Students
who attended SNN classes (100%) were more likely to expect Spelling as a part of the
curriculum compared to students who had not taken Spanish classes (82.1%), students who had
not taken SHS classes (61.5%), and students who had taken both SHS and SNN classes (50%).
The fifth and last of the variables interfaced with expectations and wishes was the
university attended by the subjects (NV1, NV2, CAS, or UTX). These combinations showed that
three of the areas presented statistically significant differences. 1) Verb Conjugation (see Table
A13), Cramer’s V (3, n=121) = .012. NV2 students (73.7%) were more likely to expect Verb
Conjugation as part of the curriculum compared to NV1 students (72%), CAS students (41.7%),
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and UTX students (41.5%). 2) Culture (see Table A14), Cramer’s V (3, n=121) = .001. NV1
students (64%) were more likely to expect Culture as part of the curriculum compared to NV2
students (52.6%), CAS students (38.9%), and UTX students (17.1%). 3) Verb Conjugation (see
Table A15), Cramer’s V (3, n=121) = .002. NV2 students were more likely to want Verb
Conjugation as a part of the curriculum compared to NV1 students (60%), UTX students (39%),
and CAS students (19.4%).
To further examine the possible differences between the answers to what students
expected (question 13) and what students wanted (question 14) to learn, another 13 CrossTabulations and Chi-Square tests were run. Each of these procedures combined one of the areas
in the expectations question with its counterpart in the wishes question. In other words, the
answers for expectations to learn grammar were set up as the dependent variable and the answers
for the wishes to learn about that same subject were set up as the independent variable.
This type of interface was repeated for all 13 areas in those two questions. The ChiSquare tests performed showed that the differences between expecting and wanting to learn each
of the 13 topics were all statistically significant. For all 13 Cross-Tabulations (see Tables A16 –
A28) Χ2 (1, n=121) = .000. Furthermore, for all 12 of the topics (grammar, accents, vocabulary,
formal Spanish, verb conjugation, writing, speaking, pronunciation, literature, reading, culture,
spelling, and history), students who expected any of these topics as part of the curriculum were
also more likely to want those topics as part of the curriculum.
Student Interviews
The student interview (Appendix F) included nine questions related to expectations and
wishes. However, only four of them were useful in answering the first research question:
8. Did you take the class with a specific purpose in mind?
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10. Before class started, what did you THINK/EXPECT you were going to learn/cover in SHS I/II?
Did you learn/cover what you expected?
11. Before class started, what did you WANT to learn/cover in SHS I/II? Did you learn/cover
what you wanted?
15. How did you EXPECT/WANT the class to cover Hispanic culture? How does it actually
cover it?
To analyze the answers to these questions, the 13 teaching areas from questions 13 and
14 in the survey—also mentioned by students in their interviews—were classified into four topic
groups. Group 1 included: Grammar, Accents, Verb Conjugation, and Formal Spanish. Group 2
included: Vocabulary and Spelling. Group 3 included: Writing, Reading, Speaking, and
Pronunciation. Finally, Group 4 included: Culture, Literature, and History. This classification
clusters the areas according to shared characteristics or emphasis (Grammatical competence,
Vocabulary, Language skills, and Cultural competence, respectively); therefore helping to
distinguish patterns in what students expected and/or wanted to learn. Furthermore, since it is a
flexible classification, some of the subjects were considered/classified in more than one group if
a participant specifically qualified what they wanted to learn in that area. For example, if a
subject expressed that he/she expected to learn “how to speak properly,” that was classified
under grammatical competence because the emphasis is not really on acquiring basic Speaking,
but rather on learning how to speak “properly” or at a formal level. Similarly, if a student
expressed that he/she wanted to read about cultural topics; that utterance would be classified
under cultural competence—since that is the main goal, and not under Reading, which is seen as
a vehicle.
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Looking at the answers for the four questions mentioned above, four clear patterns
emerged. First, some students expected and/or wanted to learn about areas related to grammatical
competence. Second, another set of participants expected and/or was interested in studying a
variety of different topics from two or more of the four groups described above. The third group
of subjects wanted to focus specifically on one of the areas of study. Lastly, a small number of
participants had no specific academic expectations for their SHS class.
Grammatical competence.
The first of these patterns (33.3%) refers to the students who expected and/or wanted to
learn about Grammar, Accents, Verb Conjugation, Formal Spanish, or if they qualified some
other areas as “proper”, “correct”, or similar adjectives (correct spelling, proper writing),
matching expectations for a traditional language class:
Expectations.
“I thought it was going to have…a lot of writing…I was expecting to do a lot of
writing…to emphasize on…common grammatical errors, the accents and things like
that.”
“Basically what we are covering right now which is like tenses, anything grammatical.”
“Grammar mainly, just grammar, proper speaking, the right way…”
“Honestly, I think the grammar was like the number one thing that I thought we were
going to focus on.”
“I thought it was just going to go over accents and how to write. Basically just grammar,
and that’s about it.”

Wants.
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The focus on grammatical competence (46.6%) was also prevalent in what the students
wanted to learn. In fact, for a few of them, their wants list was the same as their course
expectations:
“I definitely wanted grammar… I just needed grammar. “
“I wanted to cover grammar because that’s my main…I guess that is what I have the most
problems with.”
“I really wanted to get good at writing and reading, ‘cause I’ve always speaked [sic] it
fairly well, and I wanted to speak it more professionally, because I kind of go down to
Costa Rica and speak slang with my cousins and friends, and I wanted to speak more on a
professional level.”
“Basically just accents and…grammar, just speaking Spanish.”
“What I wanted, and still want from the class, was accents, because I feel like that’s the
biggest things that I have problems with. Not only that, if I understand the accents, it will
help me pronounce the words better, some of the words that I don’t even know, or new
words. It will help me pronounce words better.”

Varied topics.
The second of the patterns found was a combination of areas from two or more of the
topic groups (56.6%). For example, some of the students expected and/or wanted their SHS
courses to highlight a variety of areas, such as grammar, culture, and vocabulary:
Expectations.
“Just like vocabulary, accents, grammar, how to speak it.”
“I expected a lot of…grammar. Maybe like literature we would read…and just trying to
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practice communication.”
“I was expecting, well definitely grammar, accents…Probably vocabulary, I was
expecting vocabulary and even some literature pieces…I was hoping there would be
literature as well.”
“I was thinking more spelling, I think I thought too simple: spelling, accents, and
culture.”
“I figured we would be conjugating, I figured we would learn how to put accents in
words…and learning how to do it better. I was expecting to speak it more in the
classroom, and we don’t.”

Wants.
This focus on a variety of areas (40%) was also evident in what interviewed subjects
wanted to learn:
“I wanted to read…a novel in Spanish…I wanted to do that. I wanted to know how to
accent, and what the accents even mean.
“I wanted to perfect my…I wanted to be corrected, of course, my grammar. I wanted to
be introduced to…like more culture aspects: Literature, Art, History…it has always been
an interest of mine.”
“Vocabulary, how to speak it…culture and vocabulary.”
“I wanted…accents like I mentioned before…accents, and writing…spelling.”
“I wanted…I did want to improve how I speak…I want more speaking it, ‘cause I want to
improve my speech…and culture, I like culture.”
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Single topic.
The third of the primary patterns observed was actually only present in what students
wanted to learn, not in what they expected their SHS class to cover. The pattern involves
mentioning only one specific area of interest (13.3%). Compared to the two previous patterns,
this one had fewer occurrences and most of them focused on writing:
“Writing, more than anything writing. It’s just…I hated them teasing me over my
writing.”
“It’s mostly to write Spanish, because I thought my speaking it…was very well.”
“I wanted to…to increase my vocabulary; that was the major thing.”
“I wanted to learn…how to understand reading Spanish, because I…I am like a leader at
church, and it’s a Spanish church, and I am actually reading things to people and it’s hard
for me to understand a few things that I read.”

No expectations.
The fourth and last of the patterns was also the one with the least number of incidences.
The comments refer to a lack of student expectations in general (6.6%) and many others related
to the area of culture (43.3%):
About the class in general: “Honestly, I had no idea.”
About culture: “I wasn’t expecting any, any culture or history of Spanish, or anything at
all, at all.”
“You know, I actually didn’t expect that, because I thought that it was just Spanish, and
that’s it.”
“No, I didn’t even think it would cover Hispanic culture.”
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“I kind of wanted that. I didn’t expect it ‘cause it never really happened in my previous
classes, but I wanted that, yeah.”

To summarize this section of the findings, based on their interview data, most students
expected and/or wanted their SHS courses to focus on grammatical competence or on a
combination of different areas of study. Furthermore, a few of the participants mentioned one
specific area that they would like the class to focus on, and another small group had no explicit
academic expectations, especially about having a cultural component.
Classroom Observations
During the classroom observations, most classes were found to focus on areas and
activities considered traditional for language courses: Grammar, spelling, vocabulary, accents,
reading, writing, and culture. Most of the observed classes spent at least 50% of the time
working on and then discussing the answers to fill-in-the-blank exercises related to either
vocabulary, grammar, or spelling. Two groups also spent time reading and discussing literary
passages. Another two classes reviewed cultural information related to Latin American countries
that they had been assigned to read in their textbooks. A different group spent about 25 minutes
reviewing and doing exercises related to accentuation rules. Lastly, one class worked on peerreviewing a composition. For the most part, students seemed engaged in their class work.
However, observations provided little information that directly answered the first research
question.
Second Research Question: Motivation and Identity
2. What motivates students to enroll in SNS courses?
Student Survey
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The second research question is truly a follow up to the first one. If one considers that
typically there is a reason, or a practical application for each of the areas students want to learn,
then the connection becomes very clear. For example, one of the students interviewed wanted to
improve her reading comprehension because she needed to use that skill in her role as a church
leader. Another interviewee was focusing on reading, writing, and vocabulary to become a more
balanced bilingual and help a friend who was in the process of starting a business. He also saw it
as an advantage or tool for future jobs. Therefore, it is difficult to fully understand what students
expect or want from their SHS courses, without also asking about their motives or goals for that
learning. Furthermore, as reviewed in chapter two, due to the undeniable links between a
heritage language and culture and issues of ethnic identity, this last theme must also be explored
when addressing motivation in a HL classroom. Consequently, both motivation and identity data
will be presented in this section.
The first data reviewed will be the frequencies calculated for questions related to
motivation, questions 15 and 16. As seen in Appendix E, question 15 lists 12 different goals for
students enrolled in SHS classes. Question 16 is somewhat different because it focuses directly
on motivation; as such, it lists ten reasons or motives for why students take SHS courses. For
both questions, subjects were asked to check all the options that applied. The results from the
frequencies for question 15 suggest that for a majority of the participating students their goals for
the class were related to improving grammatical competence and oral communication. For
example, 92.6% of them had the objective of improving grammar skills, 90.1% had as a goal
learning how to use accents, another 90.1% were focusing on improving writing skills, and for
79.3% improving speaking skills was the target. On the other hand, improving listening skills
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(46.3%), learning more about Spanish-speaking cultures (28.9%), and Literature (28.9) were the
only options below 50%. The complete set of frequencies for question 15 is shown in Table 8.
Table 8.
Survey question 15. Student goals for SHS class.
Goal
Frequency
Improve grammar skills
112
Learn how to use accents
110
Improve writing skills
110
Improve speaking skills
96
Improve spelling skills
93
Communicate at a professional level
86
Improve reading skills
78
Fulfill college requirement
72
Improve listening skills
56
Learn more about Spanish-speaking cultures 35
Literature
35
Other
0

Percent
92.6
90.9
90.9
79.3
76.9
71.1
64.5
59.5
46.3
28.9
28.9
0.0

The frequency data for question 16 shows that students had a wide variety of reasons to
enroll in their SHS course. Furthermore, looking at the high percentages for five of the ten
options in the question, it is clear that a majority of the participants marked several of the
choices. This suggests a multi-layer purpose for these programs. Maintaining and/or improving
language skills was the most popular motive (89.3%), followed by thinking that Spanish may
help in a future career/job (78.5%). On the other side of the spectrum, the motives with the
lowest percentages were recommendation by an academic advisor (17.4%) and encouragement
of parents/family to take the class (also 17.4%). The complete set of frequencies for question 16
is shown in Table 9.
Table 9.
Survey question 16. Motives to take SHS class.
Goal
Want to maintain/improve Spanish language skills
It may help me in my future career/job
80

Frequency
108
95

Percent
89.3
78.5

Need it to fulfill a degree requirement
It is part of my ethnic heritage
I want to pass it on to my children
Want to communicate with family & friends
Interested in reading material in Spanish
Want to travel to a Spanish-speaking country
Was recommended by an academic advisor
Parents/family encouraged me to do so

84
82
70
57
32
24
21
21

69.4
67.8
57.9
47.1
26.4
19.8
17.4
17.4

Following what was done for research question 1, the variables: Gender, dominant
language, schooling in a Spanish-speaking country, Spanish courses taken before, and university
attended were selected for investigation in relation to how they interacted with or impacted the
goals (survey question 15) and reasons (survey question 16) that motivated the participants to
enroll in SHS classes. Since these were nominal or categorical variables as well, CrossTabulations and Chi-Squares were also deemed appropriate to investigate these intersections.
For Gender, the first dependent variable examined, two of the differences were
statistically significant. 1) Goal Learn more about Spanish-speaking cultures (see Table A29),
Χ2 (1, n=120) = .037. Female students (34.9%) were more likely to have Cultural Competence as
a class goal compared to male students (16.2%). 2) Motive It may help me in my future
career/job (see Table A30), (1, n=120) = .000. Female students were more likely to think that the
class could help them with their future career/job compared to male students (56.8%). As
mentioned before, without more advanced post hoc tests is not possible to pinpoint where the
statistically significance lies, just that it exists.
The second dependent variable, Dominant Language, produced three statistically
significant differences. 1) Goal Improve reading skills (see Table A31), Cramer’s V (2, n=121) =
.034. Spanish dominant students were more likely to have Improve Reading Skills as a class goal
compared to English dominant students (74.6%), and students who were equally proficient in
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both languages (51.9%). 2) Goal Fulfill college requirement (see Table A32), Cramer’s V (2,
n=121) = .034. English dominant students (65.1%) were more likely to have taken the class to
Fulfill a Requirement compared to students who were equally proficient in both languages
(57.4%), and Spanish dominant students (0.0%). 3) Motive to Communicate with Family and
Friends (see Table A33), Cramer’s V (2, n=121) = .023. English dominant students (57.1%)
were more likely to have Communication as a motive for taking the class compared to students
who were equally proficient in both languages (38.9%), and Spanish dominant students (0.0%).
Attending school in a Spanish-speaking country was the third dependent variable tested,
and it generated two statistically significant differences. 1) Goal Learn more about Spanishspeaking cultures (see Table A34), Χ2 (1, n=120) = .012. Students who attended school in a
Spanish-speaking country (50%) were more likely to have Cultural Competence as a class goal
compared to students who did not attend school in a Spanish-speaking country (24%). 2) Motive
Class recommended by an academic advisor (see table A35), Χ2 (1, n=120) = .004. Students who
attended school in a Spanish-speaking country (37.5%) were more likely to have taken the class
because it was recommended by an advisor compared to students who did not attend school in a
Spanish-speaking country (12.5%).
The forth variable tested, previously attended Spanish courses, only proved to be
statistically significant in the interface with the goal Improve reading skills (see Table A36),
Cramer’s V (3, n=120) = .042. Students who had taken SHS and SNN classes (100%) were more
likely to have Improve Reading Skills as a class goal compared to students who had taken SNN
classes (78.6%), students who had not taken any Spanish classes (76.9%), and students who had
taken SHS classes (53.8%).
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The fifth and last of the dependent variables, university attended, produced seven
statistically significant differences. 1) Goal Learn more about Spanish-speaking cultures (see
Table A37), Cramer’s V (3, n=121) = .044. NV1 students (48%) were more likely to have
Cultural Competence as a class goal compared to NV2 students (36.8%), CAS students (25%),
and UTX students (17.1%). 2) Goal Improve listening skills (see Table A38), Cramer’s V (3,
n=121) = .035. UTX students (63.4%) were more likely to have Improve Listening Skills as a
class goal compared to NV1 students (44%), NV2 students (42.1%), and CAS students (30.6%).
3) Goal Fulfill a degree requirement (see Table A39), Cramer’s V (3, n=121) = .001. UTX
students (80.5%) were more likely to have taken the class to fulfill a requirement compared to
NV1 students (64%), NV2 students (52.6%), and CAS students (36.1%). 4) Motive Traveling
(see Table A40), Cramer’s V (3, n=121) = .000. NV2 students (52.6%) were more likely to have
taken the class because they wanted to travel to a Spanish-speaking country compared to NV1
students (24%), CAS students (13.9%), and UTX students (7.3%). 5) Motive Fulfill a degree
requirement (see Table A41), Cramer’s V (3, n=121) = .002. UTX student (87.8%) were more
likely to have taken the class to Fulfill a Requirement compared to NV1 students (72%), CAS
students (61.1%), and NV2 students (42.1%). 6) Motive Communicate with Family and Friends
(see Table A42), Cramer’s V (3, n=121) = .014. NV2 students (73.7%) were more likely to have
Communication as a motive for taking the class compared to NV1 students (60%), UTX students
(36.6%), and CAS students (36.1%). 7) Motive To maintain and improve Spanish language skills
(see Table 43), Cramer’s V (3, n=121) = .027. NV1 students (100%) were more likely to have
taken the class to Maintain and/or Improve their HL Skills compared to NV2 students (94.7%),
CAS students (91.7%), and UTX students (78%).
Student Interviews
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The student interview (Appendix F) included seven questions related to motivation.
However, only four of them provided any useful information to answer the second research
question. Those four questions were the following:
7. Why did you decide to take SHS?
8. Did you take the class with a specific purpose in mind?
21. How do you plan to use what you learned in this class?
15. Did you think improving your Spanish skills would help you communicate better with
anybody? (Family, community, co-workers, customers, when traveling)
The most common motive for enrolling in a SHS class was to use Spanish in a job on in
their career (24%), both in the present and in the future. These are some examples of how
students referred to this motive.
“I do a lot of…translating in my work…I wanted to make sure that I’m doing it
accurately.”
“Well, since I want to go to medical school…I want to be able to communicate
effectively…be able to communicate better if I have patients who speak Spanish.”
“…it was also going to help me in my engineering side of business...now the engineering
branches are branching out to different countries…like out neighbor country is
Mexico…a lot of engineering companies do work with Mexico, and what better language
than Spanish…”
“To use it in a business-like environment…especially because I’m going into
international business, I want to do business in, you know, places that speak Spanish.”
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Improving Spanish language skills (22.8%) was the second most popular motive.
However, linguistic interest was approached or conceived of in different ways by the
participants:
“I wanted to learn it more, ‘cause a lot of people, my friends that come from Mexico,
they would make fun of me because…I would say a word like “parquear”, I would
transfer it (from English)...”
“I’m just taking it for myself, so I can improve my writing and skills and my speaking
skills.”
“I would say just to better my Spanish in every aspect.”
“I see myself being bilingual.”

A third pattern encompassed motives related to improving communication with family
and friends (17.7%). Of course, there were differences in whom they wanted to communicate
with and how they wanted to contact them:
“When it comes to discussing…my grandmother, I feel like I wish I could be a better
communicator with her…sometimes I will say it in English, and she understands it. But I
want to be able to do it in Spanish; and I want to my sisters in Spanish…”
“Definitely my parents…and they’re sticklers; if I say something wrong, they will catch
me and, and so…I am always on guard with my Spanish around my parents…”
“I’d hoped to like…gain some respect from my family for my Spanish…”
“…facebooking, ‘cause like I said earlier, I have a lot of friends that are from Mexico and
they only write to me in Spanish, and I try to write complete words, complete sentences
when I message them…”
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Another group of motives mentioned by many of the students was academic goals
(15.2%). This includes those who wanted to fulfill a language requirement, and others who were
majoring or minoring in Spanish:
“It was part of my requirement.”
“…was required in my…in my career. It’s a requirement, yes.”
“Mostly, my main reason is because it’s a requirement for the liberal arts here at UTX…”
“…it’s important for my major and I’m not going to lie, that is one of the main reasons I
took it…”
“Well, I was considering going to a Spanish minor; so, I was trying to check it out…”

The fifth pattern observed was motivations that could be related back to the concept of
identity (11.4%). There were three different types of statements. Two of them referred to
teaching the language to their children, and the other to asserting their heritage:
“…to have the fulfillment of being bilingual, so that can pass it on to my kids. I don’t
want it to go away.”
“I am Hispanic, so that’s something I feel in my roots. That’s something I should know
and pass it on to my kids.”
“…most of my friends…they speak better Spanish that I do sometimes, and there’s a lot
of words that they know, that I don’t…and…they pick on me, they call me a gabacha,
they call me a gringa, and I don’t want to be that person…It’s sad when I see people my
age, that their parents are just a s Mexican as my parents are, and they speak to them in
English…they’re embarrassed to speak Spanish…and I just think that’s sad. I don’t want
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to be one of those people.”
“…I wanted to learn more about my heritage because you don’t…you don’t take class in
American History here. They require World History, but most of them don’t even know
about Latin America and I don’t know, for me it just always has been something of
interest.”
“I’d hoped to like…gain some respect from my family for my Spanish…”

The other patterns were more idiosyncratic. One of these was community-related motives
(3.8%) and it included two different kinds of statements. The first referred to the Spanishspeaking community in general; however, the other comment alluded to very specific groups
within the community:
“I see myself being bilingual and being able to help the Spanish community…and I need
to be able to be proficient in it, if I want to be able to help them.”
“…I want to be a doctor and I want to help the uninsured, especially the Hispanic
speaking individuals…”
“…I am a leader at church, and it’s a Spanish church, and so I am actually reading things
to people and it’s hard for me to understand a few things that I read.”

Traveling to study abroad or moving out to another country (2.5%) was another
motivation cited only by a couple of students.
“…I kind of want to study abroad sometime maybe in the future…I was like, well I need
to take a Spanish class first…”
“…once I graduate I know that I plan to move out of [this city], so I think it would be
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very beneficial for me to know another language…”

Lastly, students mentioned another two motives that, while unrelated, contrast in
specificity. One was concrete (1.3%) and the other one broad (1.3%):
“Well…I had a dream. I wanted to be a writer. I wanted to write in Spanish…”
“[to use it] in my everyday life.”

To summarize, the three main types of motivation cited by students were improving
Spanish language skills, several practical reasons, and a number of ethnic identity/heritage
motives.
Classroom observations
As explained for this section in the first research question, the limited number of
classroom observations and the fact that most of those classes focused on areas and activities
(grammar, spelling, vocabulary, accents, reading, writing) that did not allow for extended periods
of free interaction and/or communication, from either the students or the professors, made it
impossible to collect data useful to answer the second research question.
Third Research Question: Program Achievements and Deficiencies
3. How do students feel about their SHS classes? Do these programs attend to their
needs/expectations?
Student interviews
The third research question examined the students’ feelings about and evaluations of their
respective SHS program. This includes their opinions on their courses, the curriculum, and their
professors. Since there were no questions related to the third research question in the student
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survey, the data come exclusively from the qualitative part of the study. Nonetheless, two
questions in the interview (questions 19 and 25) were designed to produce the quantitative data
lacking in the survey. Those short-answer questions also helped to keep the interviews at a
manageable length. Those questions were the following:
19. From 0 to 5, how do you like your professor?
25. From 0 (I absolutely hate it) to 5 (I definitely love it), how much do you like this class, so
far?
For question 19, which focused on the professors, a large majority of students answered
“five”; a few answered “four”; one answered “4.5”; and one answered “four or five”. Table 10
shows the complete results and Table 11 shows the descriptive statistics.
Table 10.
Student interview question 19. How do you like the professor?
Rank
# of students
0
0
1
0
2
0
3
0
4
5
4.5
2
5
23
Total
30
Table 11.
Student interview question 19. Descriptive statistics.
Mode
5
Median
5
Mean
4.8
Range
4-5
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For question 25, which focuses on the courses, there was a similar pattern. A majority of
students answered “five”; several answered “four”; and a few answered “three”. Table 12 shows
the complete results and Table 13 shows the descriptive statistics.
Table 12.
Student interview question 25. How do you like the class?
Rank
# of students
0
0
1
0
2
0
3
3
4
10
5
17
Total
30
Table 13.
Student interview question 26. Descriptive statistics.
Mode
5
Median
5
Mean
4.46
Range
3-5
From these results, it appears that while both professors and courses scored high marks,
the former enjoyed slightly more favorable opinions.
Another three questions from the student interviews provided data to answer the third
research question. Those questions were the following:
9. Now, do you think it was a good idea to take SHS? Why?
18. What would you change about the class? (What should it cover/not cover?) (curriculum)
20. What could he/she (professor/teaching) change?
For question 9, the answers were classified into seven groups. The largest (41.1 %) of
these groups includes answers reflecting student feelings that they had learned and/or improved
in specific areas.
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“I know where to put accents in the words now. It’s way better.”
“I learned how to spell a lot of words…or actually say words in a better manner than I
usually say them.”
“I learned all the…grammar and accents and all the…orthography, yes. Everything that
helps you write it well.”
“I’ve learned things I didn’t know. My use of accents has gotten better, like verb
conjugation, all that stuff.”
“I’ve been learning a lot of things like, about the dances. I never thought about where
they came from…but then I would like read…and I would be like, what…I don’t know
about this…it makes me think it’s kind of sad that we don’t know our culture.”

The second largest (23.5 %) group of answers also reflects the sentiment of learning or
improving, but in general terms, without mentioning specific areas.
“I made a lot of mistakes in the past and people had let me slide, that haven’t said
anything to me…now it’s part of my…how I speak Spanish and it’s not correct.”
“There is a lot of stuff that…that I didn’t know. And I learned a lot there.”
“Because I learned stuff that I didn’t even know.”
“It’s showing me what I need to know.”

The third group (11.7 %) includes comments on the professor, the class environment, and
the course methodology.
“It has a lot to do with the teacher…the professor, she makes it fun…and she just makes
you feel comfortable.”
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I wasn’t expecting to have a Hispanic professor, and he can actually relate to the students
because we have similar backgrounds…it’s just easy…the way that he speaks and jokes
and everything that pertain only to Hispanics in the United States and like Spanglish…”
“She knows well her material…and she covered everything so well.”

The fourth category (5.8 %) includes answers about how taking the class helped some
students to develop positive feelings about their Spanish skills.
“Now that we are learning about the stresses and pronouncing stuff a certain way, I feel
more comfortable saying certain stuff. I feel like I am knowledgeable that I was in the
beginning.”
“I am very confident about my writing skills now.”

The fifth category (5.8 %) includes comments from a couple of students about how other
people in their lives have noticed improvement in their Spanish.
“My grandma has noticed a difference in my speaking. She can tell it has picked up better
than what it was before.”
“My mom says I’ve improved a lot when I talk to her. She’s like “oh yeah, you are not
making the same mistakes.” Like I used to say la and el…like…wrong.”

The sixth group includes answers about how thanks to their SHS course, students noticed
certain things about Spanish that they never had before.
“There’s so much to a language, even if you already speak it. There’s so much to writing
it, and understanding it. I’ve never actually cracked open a book, like a Spanish book and
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said “I want to read this.” It never happens…so…and now I have to, so I really like that.
“I’ve noticed why my language lacks, like I’ve noticed accents, and I’ve noticed like the
grammar, how it makes a difference when I actually write it or speak it, and how to say it
different ways than how I would normally say it and which one is the correct way.”

Lastly for this question, the seventh group includes ambiguous or miscellaneous
comments difficult to classify together with any of the other groups.
“It’s going at a slow pace for me personally. I know that for everybody else is on the
spot, but I feel like I could have taken it a lot faster.”
“I did have fun in it, I like it, but then I’m still having problems with the accents, so…”

For question 18, five themes emerged from the student answers. The most popular (42.4
%) of these themes reflected the desire for the SHS class to spend more time on a specific area.
“I feel like I want to speak it and know it better, so if we focused more on grammar, and
like pointers on grammar…’cause that’s my weak point, that’s what I would prefer
spending more time on.”
“It needs to cover more of how to…how to use the accents more, ‘cause that’s kind of
more confusing still to me.”
“I would have liked to have seen more stuff about Costa Rica…we didn’t, like, learn
much about the difference in Spanish styles, like from country to country.”
“I do like the fact that it has local history, but I want to see more on a broader
scale…other Latin American countries.”
“I think maybe reading. There’s not enough…literature in it for us to practice reading. I
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think that’s maybe what is lacking a little bit.”

The second most popular (21.2 %) theme conveyed by students regarded their SHS
course as fine in its current form, with no need for changes.
“I think it’s fine. I like it. It’s a very interactive class.”
“So far I like it, so I don’t think I would really change anything.”
“I think it’s fairly well done how she’s doing it. It’s balanced. I think it’s balanced right
now how it is.”
“I think everything that is covered is fine…even…the online work we’re supposed to do
on My Spanish Lab, that is very helpful…all of that helps with the class.”

The third group of answers (15. 1 %) focused on changes to very specific details within
the SHS courses.
“The only thing I would probably recommend…for the Dictados (dictation exercises)…to
not…just say the word and for us to write it, but maybe use it in a sentence, so we can get
an idea of the pronunciation, how it’s used.”
“The only thing that I would like is at the end of the semester…to have a big study guide,
to have a test of everything, just to refresh…a big study guide of what we learned all
year.”
“Maybe like the wording of some words…or like switching back and forth, which is kind
of confusing which would be like accent or tinto or tilde…now using both so much, I
know (them), but every now and then it’ll throw you off a little bit.”
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The fourth theme (12.1 %) that emerged was the desire for the SHS class to spend less
time on or cover less material from certain academic areas.
“Maybe less on the grammatical part, because there are like so many rules, I think it
should belike…just…half of it, so that you can get it, because…I have it, but I know that
in a few months it’s gonna go away…I thought it was too fast in that part, like there’s too
much information.”
“Just the volume…of the work thrown…I would definitely slow down on the tenses, not
throw them all in one semester.”

The fifth and last group (9 %) reflected the desire to spend more time on speaking
activities.
“I would want him to do more of us like, to talk to each other, ‘cause I feel like especially
in this school, there’s not a lot of like Hispanics, I don’t really interact with many
Hispanics, and I would want to make friends with everyone, but…we don’t talk to each
other that much.”
“To have more like “speeches.” Make…the students speak more in Spanish, speak among
them and in groups and all of that so that they feel more comfortable when they speak
Spanish to other people…Maybe like a presentation…on the different cultures.”

For question 20, student answers could be classified into four themes. The largest of
which (51.7 %) would keep their professor’s teaching and methods as it is, without any changes.
“I think he does a pretty good job. I can’t really think of anything specific right now.”
“I don’t know. I like his teaching.”
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“I don’t know. I couldn’t tell you. Honestly, I don’t have any complaints.”
“Honestly, I find her method very effective…like when you get in groups, and the
dictados (dictation quizzes) every week because it actually makes you study…she always
keeps you on your toes.”
“I like her teaching…because she really interacts with the class and makes the class
interact, so I really like that.”

The second group of answers (17.2 %) was related to having the professor spend more
class time or provide further assistance on certain difficult topics.
“I think she could spend a little bit more time individually with the students…I think if
there was some time towards the end of class, something where she spent more individual
time…she taught the class at one pace, which was fine, but people wanted different
paces.”
“Spending more time in the things…majority of the class are…are having trouble.”
“Maybe explain a little more…it’s hard for him because there is a lot of stuff that he has
to cover, but if he slowed down a little and explained more…the grammatical parts.”

The third group of answers (17.2 %) includes comments on teaching idiosyncrasies that
students would either like to see more or less of in the classroom.
“I would not use so much slang…it’s a lot of Spanglish, and it gets me confused.”
“Maybe a little bit not as strict, ‘cause like I think that intimidated the students to drop the
class after two weeks ‘cause they were like “oh my goodness, she’s really strict”…maybe
if she was a little less strict she wouldn’t have scared away so many students.”
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“I think sometimes he forgets, like who’s putting to read, and who’s not, because since
we started like he hasn’t chosen me to read [laughs] and I want to.”

Lastly, the fourth theme (13.8 %) that emerged was the desire to have more of certain classroom
activities.
“Just making us speak Spanish…making it more of an issue that…Spanish needs to be
spoken in class…but I feel like he’s afraid just because we’re afraid to speak it. But I feel
like that just as long as he makes it…more tough on us to speak Spanish, I feel like that
would improve the class.”
“Just the exercises…I mean we have tests, and we have like…a review for the test kinda,
but like…maybe in between like if we had a little more exercises…maybe not for
homework, just for practice, that would be great.”

To summarize, a majority of students thought it had been a good idea to take the class
because their language skills were improving. A second group expressed their fondness for the
professor, the methodology used, and the classroom environment. Furthermore, the students
were also pleased because they felt their HL proficiency level was on the rise, and because others
had also noticed the improvement. In regards to changes to the course and the teaching
style/methodology, most students expressed that no changes were needed. A smaller group
suggested spending either more or less time on certain areas or activities. Lastly, a few students
would have liked changes on the way certain things were done in the classroom.
Fourth Research Question: Professor Perspectives

97

4. What do SHS professors think their students expect to learn? What do they think their
students want to learn? What do SHS professors think motivates their students to enroll in
their courses? How satisfied do SHS professors think their students are with their
courses?
Professor interviews
While the student interviews were the most important tool with regard to the main focus
of the study, the professor interviews generated answers that allowed the triangulation of data
with the other instruments. For this fourth and last research question, the results are presented in
three sections corresponding to the first three research questions.
Expectations and wants.
To prompt opinions on student expectations and wants, the study concentrated on
questions 10 and 11 from the professor interviews (appendix G). Question 10 asked in part: 10.
What do you expect students to get from this program and why? Question 11, on the other hand,
focused on the students: 11. What do you think they (the students) expect to get out it (the
class/program)? What do you think they would like to learn/cover in this class/program?
The answers to question 10 generated two patterns: Skills and confidence. For this
question, skills refer to reading, writing, and listening. Most of the professors interviewed
expected their students to come out of their class/program with an enhanced ability to apply
basic language skills (66.6%):
“I think my expectations certainly lie in helping them to develop the reading and writing
skills that they want.”
“To improve their writing and listening and…reading abilities if the Spanish language.”
“The most important thing I want them to do is get the skills.”
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“Well…one is communication…other one is to take everything that you acquire and use
it.”

The other expectation named by some of the professors had to do with insecurities faced
by many students when it comes to their heritage language and culture (33.3%):
“What I told you before, sense of security, that they feel more comfortable, not just with
the language, but also with their culture.”
“I expect them to feel more, you know, the pride of being a Hispanic person, the
confidence of knowing that they can go into any…any place and speak Spanish, whether
they still don’t master the language…”
“But I think my expectations go way beyond that, in that I expect them to be empowered
in other ways. Not just of feel more confident about the use of their language, but to feel
more confident about themselves and what they can do. I expect them to…be more
engaged, not just in the class, but in the university and in their community.”

The professor responses to question 11, what do they think students expect and want
from their class, yielded more varied, and thought-provoking, patterns. The first part of the
question (expectations), prompted answers that were classified in four groups: Grammatical
competence, language requirement, easy class, and professor influence.
The first group encompasses all the comments related to grammar, grammatical accuracy,
and accents (40%):
“(They have) very high expectations about the language because they are always
comparing themselves to the people who came from Mexico…They’ve been told that
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they don’t know how to speak; so then they have higher expectations…“I’m going to be
in this classroom and…am I going to be able to do…accent marks…how to write and
whatever.””
“Accents, of course, this is their favorite thing…”
“I think that a lot of them come in thinking that it’s going to be another…class, like the
ones they…had in high school…and they think that we’re just going to be doing yo
hablo, tú hablas, él habla, etcetera.”

The second pattern refers to comments about some students whose only expectation from
their SHS course is to fulfill a requirement (30%) and be one class closer to graduation:
“Usually they expect to get the language requirement finished and that’s it.
“They have low expectations in the sense of “it’s just a requirement.” They have to take
the class.”
“Credit.”

The third group is designated “professor influence” (20%) because it describes how
students, sometimes, develop expectations and/or wishes for their SHS courses. Basically, some
of the professors interviewed believed that a number of their students joined courses without any
actual expectations and/or wants; rather, these were shaped by or acquired from the interaction
with their teacher:
“I think…that what students end up expecting from the program is what we as teachers
emphasize on them.”
“Well sometimes students, they just don’t know what to expect, they just need to take the
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course…I don’t think all the student go with the mind, you know, that they know exactly
what to expect or what to ask for from that course.”

The last category includes just one comment about how a Spanish class is expected to be
easy for Spanish-speakers (10%):
Well, at the beginning, an easy A, because they think they speak Spanish.

The second part of question 11 (what do professors think their students want to learn)
produced answers that were categorized in five groups: Grammatical competence, language
skills, professor influence, culture and heritage, and language requirement.
As established above for the section on expectations, the first group encompassed all the
comments related to grammar, grammatical accuracy, and accents (30%):
“It’s a question I ask at the beginning of the semester…and…most of them say “I just
want to learn the accents…I just want to know why they exist.” So, I think it’s one of the
main things, [and] the…the spelling part of it…others just tell me…they want to
know…the real Spanish, not the slang…”
“They want to know how to spell correctly, how to put accents, and not make
mistakes…”
“Grammar…sometimes they have a very clear idea, like “I want to write pretty well,
that’s the reason I’m taking this class” but sometimes they say…”I think I need to
improve my Spanish because I don’t feel secure.””

The second group of replies focused on the acquisition of different language skills (30%):
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“I do think that they want to…they want to get better at language skills, and reading and
writing…”
“They come with a need of wanting, you know, “how can I improve my writing, how can
I improve my speaking”.”
“I believe they want to learn on how to…speak with confidence. How they can
communicate better…”

The third group were comments related to learning about culture and maintaining their
heritage (20%):
Sometimes they say “oh because I want to learn culture and the best way to learn culture
is through language”
For some students…it’s “how do I prove to my family that language is important to
me…sometimes kids want to look back at their heritage.

The fourth group was represented by a comment on how professors influence what
students want to learn in class (10%):
“I don’t think they have a very sophisticated or complex knowledge of language issues;
so what they would like to learn, maybe is what they expect to learn…I don’t think they
make that distinction, and I don’t think they feel ownership towards the material. So,
whatever you give them is what they’re supposed to learn and what they want to learn,
because you own the material…it’s their view. The teacher owns the stuff, not them.”

The fifth and last group refered to students’ desire to fulfill a degree requirement (10%):
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“It is a requirement”

Finally, through both the formal interview and informal chat, two professors commented
that they routinely ask their students about their expectations and wishes for the class. In one
case, it seemed to be mostly part of the initial chat on the first day of class. Furthermore, since
the curriculum appeared to be rather rigid, it is questionable if any of the information provided
by the students could be applied at all.
The other professor had a more formal and organized method of collecting and keeping
this information. At the beginning of the semester, he gives every student a Bio Sheet to fill out.
Most of the queries on it have to do with basic demographic and academic information; however,
the last question asks what they would like to learn in the course. Moreover, this professor
carefully archives these sheets, even after the class has finished. However, it was not really clear
if and how he uses this information to inform his curriculum and/or teaching.
To summarize, the professors interviewed centered their SHS courses on two main goals:
The development of language skills, and fostering in students a sense of confidence about their
heritage language and culture. Moreover, professors’ answers about their students’ expectations
and wishes could be classified in four groups: Accents and grammar, development of language
skills, fulfilling a requirement, and whatever the professor teaches. Finally, a few professors
asked their students what they expected and/or wanted to learn; however, it is unclear if that
feedback influenced the curriculum.
Motivation.
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The professor interview (Appendix G) included three questions that were meant to trigger
responses about student motivation. However, only two of them produced information useful to
the second research question. Those two questions were:
13. Why do you think students sign up for SNS/SHS (what is their motivation)?
14. How/where do you think they are going to use/practice what they learn in your class?
These interviews yielded very similar motivation patterns to those found in the student
answers. As done for student interviews, all motives, even the ones with very low incidence, are
reported below.
According to these professors, the completion of academic goals (24%) was the most
popular student motivation. These goals included fulfilling a language requirement, taking more
advanced Spanish courses, and being placed into the program by the language department:
“90% for the requirement…90% I would think, I would say, that is the language
requirement.”
“…just fulfilling the requirement, which I would say for a majority of students is college
level, it seems to be what they express.”
“They have to get those credits. Spanish for heritage speakers gives them six credits in
one semester, so they fulfill the requirements.”
“…they are going to use it in other classes, because hopefully they are going to continue
to take Spanish…”
“The other 50% it’s because they were placed in that class…they had to, because they
don’t have another option.”
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Another kind of motive mentioned by several professors was the desire to improve and/or use
Spanish language skills (16%):
“I do think that they have a genuine interest in learning the language”
“I think…most of our students, I don’t want to say all of them, but most of our students
do want to learn more.”
“…heritage speakers normally tell me “I want to learn Spanish, I want to, to know how to
write correctly.” That’s…what I heard the most…”
“…to be really honest, like 50% it’s because…they want to learn how to write, how to
read…in general they want to improve.”
“The other one is the need to communicate, especially…here on the border…it’s
probably more useful for them to know both languages.”

Another commonly named reason for enrolling in a SHS class was the benefit that
Spanish proficiency can bring to a job or career (16%):
“Here…to find a job is almost impossible if you don’t speak Spanish; so, they have to be
able to speak it, write it, and understand it.”
“…many students…they are enrolled in Criminal Justice, in Bilingual Education and, you
know, Spanish is the number one foreign language in the United States…[so] depends on
their career…on their job…”
“Also, in practical ways on the job site…”
“…so, I think most of them are going to continue using, or they are going to start using
Spanish at work…”
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Some professors believed that getting involved with the Spanish-speaking community
(16%) was also a motivation for enrollment in SHS courses:
“Well, I expect that they use it anytime they are speaking with family and friends…”
“…being able to communicate with their family in a different way.”
“…they are going to start using Spanish…with friends.”

An extension of the motive mentioned above was communicating with family and friends
(12%):
“…I think a lot of them have a genuine interest in doing work with the Latino
community…”
“…they get involved in…the community…so they have to use their new skills.”
“…[a former student]…he does community and health things…organizing, and he told
me uses it as lot…”

The fact that some students considered SHS courses to be easy was also a motivation
cited by a few professors (12%):
“On the one hand because it is a lot easier to go do something that they know. They chose
Spanish because they already know Spanish. So, it’s easier for them to take a class in
Spanish than in Chinese or Russian or any other language.”
“They think that is going to be straight As, that is going to be easy…”
“I have often heard of students saying “I took Spanish not only because of credits, but
because it’s easier for me…”.”
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The last of the reasons named by professors was a rather abstract statement open to
interpretation (4%):
“…about 10% for their own interest.”

To summarize, the professors’ answers matched very closely the students’ responses. The
three main types of motivation for taking SHS courses were improving Spanish language skills,
practical reasons, and ethnic identity/heritage motives.
Student satisfaction.
The professor interview (Appendix G) included three questions meant to explore their
perspectives on student expectations of and satisfaction with their SHS class, as well as possible
curricular changes. Those three questions were the following:
12. Are their (students’) expectations usually met?
17. How satisfied to YOU think students are after taking SHS?
22. What, in your opinion, could or should be improved or changed?
These interviews yielded very similar patterns on student expectations and student
satisfaction; as well as perceptions that their SHS courses should implement changes at both the
specific area and the general program level.
For question12, three themes emerged. The most common answer (50%) was the
assertion that student expectations of their SHS course were met.
I hope so. Well, I think in many cases.
I believe so…I should say that oftentimes they are surprised by how much work is
required…they oftentimes come into the class expecting it to be an easy class because of
their backgrounds…you know it’s Spanish…it’s going to be an easy A.
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I think so…I strongly believe that students leave the class in general happy.
I believe they are, I believe they are.

The second group (25%) of answers conditioned the meeting of student expectations to
the reality of the classroom.
I would say no, well, actually, the ones who have expectations like learning accents, they
do learn them because every week we do something, and it takes sixteen weeks…if…an
expectation is something as simple as learning accents and learning how to spell hacer
and haber and ver, yes. Those expectations I can meet because I’m relentless every week.
The bigger expectations, no…those things take more time.
I think that pretty much depends not only on the program itself, but also on he
professors…if you see something that is not working, at least in my case, I change it…if
something is not working, then it’s not working, and it’s not only a student’s fault…it’s
also us as professors. We might be doing something wrong, but sometimes we don’t stop
to reflect upon that. So, I think it pretty much depends also on the teacher.

The third and final group (25%) of answers reflected the professor’s uncertainty in
meeting student expectations.
From their point of view, I don’t know…I cannot talk about them, from their point of
view, but from our point of view, we cover what ‘s supposed to be covered by the
program.”
We try to do it, but I work with many teaching assistants and they have a different way of
thinking because they don’t know very well the approach…for heritage speakers…but…I
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am training them how to teach…I think we are getting stronger and stronger in that
aspect.

For question 17, the patterns were very similar to those in question 12. The largest group
of answers (42.9 %) reflected the belief that their SHS students were satisfied with their class.
They are largely satisfied and motivated. I’m actually surprised by how many continue to
study the language and who stick with it and who end up minoring or majoring in the
language…many have gone on to do graduate work and now even a couple are doing
their PhD…I can’t help but think that they might not have been motivated to go that
far…if they hadn’t had a good experience in the first two years, of those first two
classes…I think it makes a difference. I think it empowers them in ways that they may
never have considered.
In general I would think they’re satisfied…I think they…get more than they expected to
get, I guess they think it would be easier…for those students that are expecting less, I
think it can be a little bit frustrating…but in general, I think in the end they get more than
they expected, which can also be seen as a positive thing.
I think they are satisfied.

The second group (28.5 %) of answers conditioned student satisfaction to the use
methodology or the student work ethic.
It depends…sometimes they…end up really unhappy about it, saying “oh it was too
difficult because I didn’t know anything about grammar” or sometimes…they are trying
to say that Spanish is a really difficult language. The problem is grammar…and if they
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are able to work a little bit and learn grammar, then at the end they are really, really
happy.
I would say that is basically up to the professors’ different methods. You have students
that you hear them saying: “oh, I love the course. I’m taking it again.” And you have
other saying: “I’m not taking this anymore, I am quitting” or “I’m taking something else”
and it depends on the professor.

The third (28.5 %) and final set of answers reflected some uncertainty about student
satisfaction.
At the very end of the semester, I’m not sure the satisfaction is great, because it’s very
labor intensive…they are turning in things twice a week…later on, because they come
back to me and say “oh God, I enjoyed that class so much. Thank you for teaching it.” I
get a lot of feedback along those lines, but a few semesters down.
I cannot answer that question because I don’t know if they also have that question in
mind.

For question 22, the largest theme (62.5 %) that emerged was the perception that their
SHS courses needed improvements at the program level.
We should add another course…a lower level course, so the equivalent of a first year
course but for native speakers where the emphasis would be on the oral skills…and going
from oral to the written word, but with a lot of emphasis on the oral…see the problem is
not so much how to change those courses, it’s how to change the program, and I think the
idea of the program is to create majors, and not just to create majors, but to create people
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who want to go on and get PhDs. So, as long as that id the unspoken assumption, then the
courses are going to look a certain way. They are going to be traditional courses where
you learn to spell, to conjugate, to read and to write…in a way that is literature, that takes
you to literature.
What we need is a really, really good textbook…and then…it’s really difficult to teach a
language only twice a book…we have to go back to the old times and offer it three or
four times a week, and maybe instead of being three credits, maybe four.
We’ve started, to talk about, okay let’s solidify this pipeline, let’s get the students who
are doing their master’s degree in Spanish to start teaching this heritage speakers
course…and one of my goals is…I see as kind of an extension of that heritage class
because…I’ll introduce an author, and say to them…if you want to learn more about US
Latino literature and culture, take this course at the 300 level, but you have to take these
courses first to get there…it’s reflecting a very important pipeline that we’re, that I’m
trying to create.
I think the Department of Spanish should be totally independent from the academic
departments in order to…make the program grow and offer this kind of service…in the
community…because we don’t offer services that other universities offer like classes
online or have the flexibility…offer these classes…in different locations of the
community.
You can never say that you’re finished and that you have the perfect method, I think you
always have to be…receptive to what students are saying, receptive to their methods.
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The other theme (37.5 %) reflected some professors’ view that only specific areas within
the course needed improvement.
Probably add more culture…more technology…it would be a better system.
I would like to have more time to…do more activities with them…I set the topic…and
then sometimes that same day or…right the next day…I have to start with another
exercise…I would like to do more writing. I would like definitely, to do more reading.
I think we can have…more of a combination of the five components, because I think
even when we address them, we don’t address them as much. Like we don’t have topics
for them to discuss in little groups…I should concentrate on helping them on acquiring
the skills.

To summarize, half of the professors believed both that student expectations were met
and that students were satisfied with their SHS course. Another group conditioned meeting
expectations and student satisfaction to the realities of the classroom. Finally, the rest of the
professors were simply uncertain if expectations were met or students were satisfied.
Final Summary
The student survey results showed that a majority of the participants expected their SHS
class to focus on areas related to grammatical competence, followed by the upgrading of
language skills, and cultural competence. The results also showed that the subjects wanted their
SHS course to focus on almost exactly the same areas as their expectations. The qualitative data
from student interviews indicated that most students wanted to improve their grammatical
competence. However, many other students wanted to focus on a combination of topics from
different areas, while some just wished to concentrate on a single topic.
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In regards to motivation, according to the quantitative data, the most common goals
mentioned were improving grammatical competence and oral communication. Furthermore, the
motives to enroll in an SHS course were varied: Maintain/improve language skills, to help in
career/job, to fulfill a requirement, and identity-related motives. The qualitative data also
produced several motives which were classified into three groups: 1) Practical reasons (use
Spanish in job/career, academic goals, traveling); 2) Skills (improve language skills); 3) Identity
(improve communication with family and friends, interaction with HL community, traveling).
For research question 3, student satisfaction, the limited quantitative data showed that
students were very satisfied with both their SHS courses and professors. The qualitative data
helped to further explain those results by showing that the subjects were satisfied with the course
because it had a positive effect on their proficiency level, which in turn produced a higher
confidence in their HL skills, and because they liked the professor and the course. Moreover, the
changes they suggested for the class and/or the methodology went from none to spending more
or less time on certain areas or topics.
For research question 4, professors’ perspectives, the data from the professor interviews
showed many similarities to the student answers. However, there were also some differences. For
the first research question, the professor answers focused on larger issues and were not as
detailed. For the second research question, the professors seemed to believe that practical reasons
were higher ranked motives for enrolling in SHS courses. Lastly, for the third research question,
the professors’ assessment of program satisfaction was definitely lower than what the student
data revealed.
As explained in chapter 3, whereas the study was designed to fit under a mixed methods
umbrella, the major emphasis was placed on the qualitative tools and data. Nonetheless, from the
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results in this chapter the importance of the quantitative data becomes clear. The close
similarities found by both sets of data for all three research questions strengthen and validate
each other. Although the third element on the designed triangulation, classroom observations,
failed to provide any valuable information, the support that the first two elements furnished for
one another is enough to uphold the results. It is also important to explain that the number of
subjects involved served to further confirm how well the two sets of data fit together. In other
words, the fact that the qualitative data from 30 student and eight professor interviews was found
to be very similar to the quantitative data from 121 student surveys provides an affirmation of the
results.
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CHAPTER 5
DISCUSSION
The main purposes of this study were to give a voice to a group of students that has been
mostly silent and to provide data to all those involved in the developing and teaching of SHS
courses to better understand and serve this student population. SHS programs are different than
Spanish as a Foreign Language because, beyond the higher proficiency levels for all skills, they
are closely tied to the students’ heritage and identity. In turn, the presence of these concepts,
inherent to these students’ linguistic and cultural selves, make SHS programs unique within
World Languages departments across the United States. This study provides information to
further understand how the traditional areas of a language class and the unique elements present
in SHS courses combine to produce a variety of expectations, wants, motivations, and levels of
satisfaction.
The discussion of the findings introduced in the previous chapter will be presented in four
sections: Research Questions Analysis and Discussion, Limitations, Implications, and
Conclusion. Each of the three parts of the Research Questions Analysis and Discussion section
begins with a brief summary of the findings in chapter four; followed by a discussion of the
findings. Furthermore, they also include an analysis of how each part is connected to the
literature reviewed in chapter two. The next two sections present the general limitations and
implications of the study. Finally, a summary of the main points concludes the chapter.
Research Questions Analysis and Discussion
Expectations and Wants
Clearly, the idea of gathering and implementing student input into the curriculum must
begin with the professor. It would be up to him/her to make a formal collection of the data, and
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then to look for the best place (in the calendar) and way to integrate its results into the course.
Currently, this is not something that happens very often, if at all. One would be challenged to
name three foreign language departments that consistently implement such a policy into their
lower division programs. That reality was patently present in this study. As documented in
chapter 4, of the eight participating professors, only two mentioned asking their SHS students
what they expected and/or wanted to learn in that class. Of those two professors, only one had a
systematic data collection instrument. However, even in that case, it was not clear if or how that
information was used to enhance each individual class section. It may be that the professor tries
to integrate some of the “ideas” from the questionnaires into future semesters. If that is the case,
such delayed implementation is of no use to those who provided the data. Moreover, due to the
great diversity present in most SHS classes, it may not be very relevant to future groups either.
Unfortunately, these findings do not support the ideas expressed by several language
scholars (Faltis, 1990; Gillete, 1994; Kern, 1995; McQuillan, 1996; Price & Gascoigne, 2006)
who have called for students to play an active role in curricular and pedagogical decisions.
Specifically referring to SHS courses, other researchers (Beaudrie & Ducar, 2005; Beaudrie et
al., 2009; Carreira & Kagan, 2011; Shwarzer & Petron, 2005; Wen, 2011; Yanguas, 2010)
posited that curricula should be developed prioritizing student needs and/or goals (Correa, 2011).
Furthermore, although outside the HL setting, Gillete (1994) made the point that not only student
goals, but also their histories needs to be taken into account when designing a language course.
All of these arguments are especially relevant to the SHS context due to one of its more salient
and consistent characteristics: student diversity.
At any given time, an SHS classroom can include a population that is very diverse at
several levels. Probably, the most obvious is family national origin and the consequential
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linguistic characteristics of its variety of Spanish. Of course, within each Spanish-speaking
country, there are also regional variations that account for significant dialectal differences.
Beyond those distinctions, each student comes to the classroom with a myriad of individualities:
HL proficiency level, prior HL education, amount and locations where the HL is used, people
with whom the HL is used, HL skills typically used, region(s) in the U.S. where they live/have
lived, how do they feel about their HL proficiency level, how do they identify themselves, how
do they feel about using a minority HL in the U.S., and some others. In turn, all these individual
differences are the source of the variation in student needs, goals, and motivation. This diversity
is not only present between different regions or schools in the country; it is also prevalent within
each school, between different semesters and between class sections.
However, if a SHS course is designed solely on the basis of the professor’s goals for
his/her students, it is highly likely that some, or many, of the actual student needs and goals will
not be met. As Schwarzer and Petron (2005), and Kondo (1999) found out, if HL classes do not
focus on student needs, or if they emphasize topics that are too difficult and/or beyond their
proficiency level, students will simply drop out from the course. According to some of the
student interviews, that is exactly what happened in NV1, where almost half of the class was
scared away by the unappealing and difficult curriculum. Similarly, depending exclusively on a
textbook as the blueprint to develop and teach an SHS class will produce a stagnant and rigid
educational vehicle that will not be able to accommodate the diverse needs of a diverse student
population. Correa (2011) examines this idea and speculates that it would be impossible for any
textbook author to identify and to fulfill the different interests and goals of these diverse groups.
This undeniable conflict has been the genesis of a small, but growing, number of SHS professors
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(including this researcher) who are developing their own materials to use in place of a traditional
textbook.
As far as the results in this study, both the quantitative and qualitative data
showed that student expectations and wants prioritized the acquisition of grammatical
competence over language skills and cultural competence. These results are very similar to what
Mikulski (2006) found in a study with few subjects in a small class. Both of these groups focused
on the acquisition and/or improvement of grammar and grammar-related objectives, leaving the
practice and upgrading of language skills (mostly writing and speaking) as an important, but
secondary priority. It could also be argued that the findings align with those of Geisherik (2004)
because those subjects wanted to apply their formal language instruction to reading and writing.
If one analyzes the living context of Latino/as in the U.S., one would realize that they grew up
and/or live in an environment where Spanish is/was spoken to different degrees. Therefore, their
focus on grammar, accents, and spelling, is not really academic, but rather practical. The real
purpose of improving their grammatical competence is to apply it to their interactions with their
family and their community. Basically, they want to speak, write, read, and understand more
proficiently to better communicate with other Spanish speakers.
Following this analysis, one can reconcile the findings from Reber and Geslin (1998),
whose subjects wanted formal language instruction, and those from Lee and Kim (2008), whose
participants wanted to improve their informal register to use in their community, because the
former is a means to the later one. This emphasis on skills and communication was also the goal
in studies of foreign language classes (Alalou & Chamberlain, 1999; Rivera & Matsuzama,
2007; Tse, 2000). With the exception of students who take a class solely interested in fulfilling a
degree requirement, the reality of the both the heritage and the foreign language classroom is that
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students ultimately want to learn, or improve, communicative skills. A student does not enroll in
a Spanish class with the ultimate goal of learning the names of all the tenses or understanding
accentuation rules, even if many of them say so. That knowledge, in and of it self, will not allow
them to communicate with Spanish speakers. Knowing that all esdrújula words need a written
accent will not make a Chicana from Los Angeles a better writer, unless she has practiced the
skill and she had acquired other ancillary knowledge. This is why the findings from Reynolds et
al. (2009) showing that students were mostly interested in cultural topics, not in reading or
writing, are very interesting and a testament to the great diversity within SHS students because
they are the opposite to my findings. A difference that was especially poignant when contrasted
with the subjects who lived in areas where Latinos are the majority. For example, the university
in Texas involved in the study is located in an area where Latinos are 80% of the population. So,
it would be safe to assume that those subjects were constantly surrounded by Latino culture and
they may not have seen the need to emphasize it in the language classroom. The undeniable
diversity also supports the idea that a “one-size-fits-all” curriculum is the wrong approach for
this population.
A further exploration of the reasons behind the prioritizing of grammatical competence
by the students in this study involves two factors: the insecurities about their HL proficiency and
the influence from their SHS professors. First, many, if not most, of SHS students had gotten
some degree of negative feedback about their Spanish proficiency throughout their lives. This is
the case, especially, when it comes to family or community members who are monolingual
speakers of Spanish. For example, when a family goes back to Mexico to visit their relatives,
these second or third generation U.S. Latina/os get teased about and/or lectured on “how poor
their Spanish is.” So, it is only natural that when they enroll in a Spanish class, one of their main
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expectations and goals would be to resolve that situation. Second, since the data collection took
part in the second half of the semester it is likely that some students were influenced by their
professors. Throughout the data collection period at all four sites, it became clear that some of
the participants were in fact answering some of the questions using “their professors’ voice.”
That is to say, they were trying to match what their teachers emphasized in the course. These
actions are partly due to, as one of the professors explained, not feeling that they “own” the
material; but rather, that it is “owned” by the professor. Moreover, it is also an expression of the
special relationship that SHS students often develop with their teachers. This bond is based on
the fact that students are able to closely identify with a person in a position of power who shares
their language, their culture, and their heritage.
Motivation
According to the results from both the quantitative and qualitative data, improving
Spanish language skills was the participants’ main motivation for taking their respective SHS
courses. Furthermore, practical reasons and ethnic identity/heritage motives emerged in the
interviews as the next two types of motivation. Following the analysis from the section above,
for a HL student population, all three types of motivation are related. As explained above, the
ultimate reason to improve their HL level is to better communicate with their family and friends
and/or to pass it on to their children. Therefore, it could be construed that they are in fact one and
the same motivation. Moreover, even some of the practical reasons listed by the subjects were
related to their heritage. Clearly, if one of the motives is to use their HL in their job or their
career, it means that they expect and/or want to communicate with other Spanish speakers. The
same can be said about traveling/studying abroad. The only possible exceptions to this
connection, as mentioned above, are those students who enrolled in their SHS course solely to
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fulfill a degree requirement or because they taught it would be an easy class. However, even for
those subjects, it is likely that at least some of them also had other ethnic identity/heritage
motives.
Based on this analysis, it makes sense that many HL studies found that their subjects
were motivated by an integrative orientation (Ferreira, 2005; Hernandez, 2006; Lee & Kim,
2008; Noels, 2005; Wharry, 1993; Yanguas, 2010) or by ethnic identity/heritage motives (Cho et
al., 1997; Feuerverger, 1991; Schwarzer & Petron, 2005; Weger-Guntharp, 2008). After all, as
discussed above, the ultimate motivation for a large majority of these students is to utilize their
HL, an activity that, by definition, can only be accomplished within their own HL community,
whether locally or otherwise. Furthermore, since many subjects also mentioned practical reasons
or motives, that could be interpreted as a study with mixed motivation results. Such an
interpretation would be similar to many other studies that also found their participants to have a
strong integrative motivation, but complemented by considerable instrumental motivation
(Carreira & Kagan, 2011; Geisherik, 2004; Husseinali, 2006; Kondo, 1999; Kondo-Brown, 2001;
Mikulski, 2006; Reynolds et al., 2009; Sung & Padilla, 1998; Syed, 2001;Wen, 2011).
All of this goes to show that the still-preferred binary paradigm of integrative and
instrumental motivations (Gardner & Lambert 1972) is not only too simplistic for foreign
language instruction/acquisition, but it is simply inadequate for HL classrooms. Moreover, the
revisions or expansions to that theoretical framework (Noels, 2005; Tremblay & Gardner, 1995)
seem equally ill conceived to address the complexity and the diversity of HL learners. The
concept of investment (Norton 1995) may well be better suited to analyze and explain motivation
in the HL context since it focuses on issues of identity and power relations. However, at this
time it has yet to be piloted in a published study. This is a feat that may be difficult to
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accomplish because it requires a more anthropological approach that includes many hours, or
even weeks and months, of observations and interviews. Therefore, until the investment
framework is tested in an HL environment, or a viable theory is developed specifically for the
HL population, it is probably best to use an approach that is based on qualitative information and
the recording of all motives (Ushioda1994), without boxing them into categories not theorized
for the population in the first place.
Identity
Looking at the above sections on student goals and motivation, the importance of ethnic
identity becomes clear. Most of these subjects enrolled in their SHS class to improve their
proficiency level, and then to put it to use with their HL community. This would seem to indicate
that, at some level, they know there is a connection between Spanish proficiency and the ability
to fully participate in the HL community. After all, it would be difficult to conceive a scenario in
which an individual with limited or no language proficiency can become a fully participating
member of the community. If one does not have an appropriate level of proficiency, some
interactions may not be able to happen and/or a lot of the culturally-constructed Spanish
idiosyncrasies would go misunderstood or not decoded at all.
This connection between language and getting access to the elements that help to form an
ethnic identity has been studied and documented by a number of scholars (Feuer, 2008; Heller,
1987; Lee, 2002). Moreover, although all of the participants had, at the very least, an
intermediate level of proficiency in Spanish, the goal for most of them was to raise the level of
their grammatical competence and/or language skills. As established above, this desired mastery
can only be used with other Spanish speakers (natives, heritage, or foreign language learners),
who constitute their HL community. Thus, having that goal would seem to indicate that the
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subjects feel that their current proficiency level is keeping them from certain aspects or roles
within their own ethnic group. Interestingly, according to several studies (Cho, 2000; Kim &
Chao, 2009; Oh & Au, 2005; Oh & Fuligni, 2008; Phinney et al., 1990; You, 2005), they are
absolutely correct. All of these researchers found that there was a direct and positive relationship
between level of HL mastery and the development of an ethnic identity. Furthermore, by
enrolling in SHS courses, the subjects made the assumption that formal instruction was a valid
and effective way to achieve their ultimate motivation of full integration with their HL. Beaudrie
et al. (2009) and Chinen and Tucker (2005) found similar results; in their studies, instruction had
a positive effect on the development of their ethnic identity and the understanding of their own
cultural and linguistic heritage.
Student Satisfaction
As seen in chapter 4, the results showed that students were very satisfied with both their
class and their professor and they thought only minor changes involving spending more, or less,
time on certain topics or activities were needed. So, it seems that, for the most part, students
were happy with their courses, and especially with their professors. Obviously, this positive
reaction is due in good part to the fulfillment of expectations and goals, as well as the effect that
it had on their further integration into their HL community. However, it was probably the issue
of identity that contributed the most to the high marks and positive comments. To understand this
idea, one must consider that, very likely, the SHS classroom was the first time the participants
had a professor that not only “looked like them,” but who also spoke to them in their home
language. Furthermore, all of the other students shared similar backgrounds, culture, stories, and
the HL. Beyond that, through the weekly lessons and discussions, these programs were able to
provide the participants with self-confidence about their Spanish skills, the (re)discovery of
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positive aspects of their HL culture/heritage, and the possibility of professional opportunities that
they may not have considered before.
However, as mentioned above, if students feel that their SHS course is not meeting their
needs or goals, or if it is too difficult, above their level, they will typically opt out. That is
exactly what happened in one of the class sections in this study. According to a couple of student
interviews, the amount of material became so overwhelming, that almost half of the students
dropped out by the middle of the semester. Schwarzer and Petron (2005), Kondo (1999)
documented similar student reactions in their studies.
Limitations
Like any other research, this study was limited by a number of factors. First, due to the
logistic difficulties inherent in doing research at four universities in three different states, the
study did not include a pre and a post data collection design; rather, there was only one round of
data collection that took place during the second half of the semester. It would have been better
to talk to the students before the class started to avoid any possible influencing from the
professors academic agenda and the course itself. It would also have been relevant to contrast the
initial data to another set collected at the end of the course. Second, the study was designed to
look at all the data from the different sites together, since the goal was to find commonality in
the answers to the research questions across SHS programs. To do a comparison and contrast
analysis between the four schools data would have to be disaggregated. However, that was not
the purpose of the present study. Third, no post hoc tests were run to find out exactly where the
statistically significant differences found in the cross tabs were located. It was not done because
that level of detail was not necessary for the present study. Nonetheless, it is something that
should be considered for future analyses of these data. Fourth, due to the considerable diversity
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of SHS population, even the quantitative data should not be generalized to other schools or
regions. Finally, it became clear at the analysis stage that the subjects should have been giving a
clarification of what was meant by “expectations” and “wants,” and the differences between the
two.
Implications
Aside from the few students who may take a SHS course solely to fulfill a degree
requirement, the majority of them have the ultimate goal of improving their proficiency level to
better communicate with and more fully integrate to the Spanish speaking community. However,
since the starting proficiency level for the different language skills is widely diverse and the
individual skill goals also vary considerably, it is important to survey each class section at the
beginning of the term to better serve their needs and goals. The survey should inquire about the
different areas/topics in the curriculum, but it should also have an open-ended section where the
participants can more freely express their personal needs, goals, and motivation. To
accommodate for the variation of interests and needs, 10 to 15% of the course time should be left
available to implement the results of the student survey. This is not to suggest that those class
hours should be spent on superfluous issues; but rather, on topics, already part of the curriculum
(or closely related to it), in which the majority of the class is interested. For example, if most of
the students indicated writing as a class goal, they can spend some extra time on its development.
Moreover, the student learning outcomes for SHS courses should be proficiency, not
grammar, based. In other words, the final course objectives should focus on the further
development, or upgrading the level of language skills: Speaking, reading, writing, listening
comprehension, and maybe, cultural competence. Grammatical competence should be viewed as
a means to an end, namely elevating the students’ proficiency level, but not a final outcome in
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and of it self. It is difficult to imagine that any SHS student would have as a goal the acquisition
of metalinguistic awareness of the 17 different verb tenses in Spanish. More than likely, they
simply wish to elevate the practical use of grammar in their productive language skills. Even
though SHS programs are a logical, and usually successful, place to recruit students to become
majors and minors in the departmental bachelor’s degree; that should not be the focus of these
courses. The curriculum should be centered on student needs and goals, and not in preparing for
third and fourth year courses in literature or linguistics. Lastly, to provide SHS students with a
practical way to use what they are learning in the classroom and to place them fully in contact
with their HL community, a Service Learning component needs to be integrated into these
programs. Using Spanish within the confines of a supervised and safe environment can afford
students with practice in a professional context and build up their linguistic self-esteem while
giving them awareness of “real-world” and money-earning ways to use their HL.
Conclusion
The results from both the quantitative and the qualitative data showed that a majority of
students both expected and wanted their SHS class to focus on grammatical competence. They
were also interested in the further development of language skills and cultural competence, but to
a lesser degree. The professors provided similar perspectives, but they also mentioned another
two class goals: fulfilling a degree requirement and the concept of teacher influence. As far as
motivation, the results found that the improvement of grammatical competence and language
skills were the main reasons for taking SHS courses. However, practical reasons and ethnic
heritage/identity motives were also relevant to this group. Lastly, on the topic of class
satisfaction, the participants seemed pleased with their classes, and especially with their
professors. The reasons for the high levels of approval included: reaching the goal of improving
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their language skills, which in turn produced positive feelings about their HL (and their ethnic
identity, as a logical consequence), and their personal fondness for the professor and the course
methodology and atmosphere.
The reality of most university courses is that they are designed to reflect what professors
think students should be learning or based on outcomes handed down by accreditation or
certification boards. This certainly is the case in most World Languages departments in the U.S.
where student input is not requested and their voices not heard. This modus operandi is
especially ineffective when it comes to SHS courses. The extent and depth of the diversity within
the HL population is a well-known fact. These students come into the SHS classroom with
significant variation in proficiency levels, prior education, dialect usage, linguistic selfperception, and so on. In turn, this variation creates a clear diversity of needs, goals, and motives.
Therefore, a “one-curriculum-fits-all” approach is definitely not appropriate for SHS programs.
This includes using a textbook scope and sequence to decide the program of study and/or the
final outcomes.
The idea that a completely standardized course design is ideal, or even adequate, for HL
students is wrong and it reflects a lack of true understanding of this population. A real attempt to
address SHS student needs and goals should start with the establishment of a flexible and
evolving curriculum that is customized every semester based on data specific to each class
section. Furthermore, the guiding principles for such programs should be the ultimate goals of
developing higher proficiency levels in language skills and applying them to further the
participation and membership with their HL community. This effort may then prove to be the
best recruiting tool for world language departments and it may well turn into a breakthrough

127

point for the traditional teaching-learning paradigm. Great changes could happen, if we just dare
to listen to our students’ voices.
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APPENDIX A
PILOT STUDY -- FIRST SURVEY
1. Gender:

Male ____

Female ____

2. Age:

________

3. What is your mother’s ethnicity/nationality?
4. What is your father’s ethnicity/nationality?
5. What is the ethnicity/nationality of your maternal grandparents?
6. What is the ethnicity/nationality of your paternal grandparents?
7. You think of yourself as:
Spanish dominant ____

English dominant ____

Equally proficient in both ____

8. From 0 to 100%, what percentage of the time is Spanish spoken in your house?
9. From 0 to 100%, what percentage of the music you listen to is in Spanish?
10. From 0 to 100%, what percentage of the TV you watch is in Spanish?
11. From 0 to 100%, what percentage of what you read is in Spanish?
12. Did you attend school in a Spanish-speaking country?
13. If you answered YES to 12, how many years did you attend there?
14. What is your final educational goal?
15. Have you taken Spanish classes before?
Spanish for Native/Heritage Speakers ____ Spanish for Non-Natives ____
16. Do you want your children to be bilingual English-Spanish?
17. If you answered YES to 16, how do you plan to accomplish that?

18. How do you feel about your Spanish, the Spanish you speak?
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19. What, specifically, do you expect to learn in this class?

20. What, specifically, would you LIKE to learn in this class?

21. Through what methods do you expect this class to be taught?
22. How do you expect this class to cover Hispanic culture?

23. How would you LIKE this class to cover Hispanic culture?

24. How many hours of work/study a week do you expect to put into this class?
25. How difficult do you expect this class to be?

26. How and where do you expect to use/practice what you learn in this class?

27. From 0 (I absolutely hate it) to 5 (I definitely love it), how much do you like this class so far?

28. Do you plan to take more Spanish courses?

29. If you answered YES to 28, what other Spanish courses do you plan to take?

¡MUCHAS GRACIAS!
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APPENDIX B
PILOT STUDY -- SECOND SURVEY
1. Gender:

Male ____

2. Age:

________

Female ____

3. You think of yourself as:
Spanish dominant ____

English dominant ____

Equally proficient in both ____

4. From 0 to 100%, how much has the Spanish you speak outside the class increased?
5. From 0 to 100%, how much has the music you listen to in Spanish increased?
6. From 0 to 100%, how much has the TV and films you watch in Spanish increased?
7. From 0 to 100%, how much has what you read in Spanish, outside the class, increased?
8. After taking this class, how do you feel about your Spanish, the Spanish you speak?

9. What, specifically, did you learn in this class that you EXPECTED to learn?

10. What, specifically, did you learn in this class that you WANTED to learn?

11. Was the class taught in the way and/or with the methods you expected?

12. Did this class cover Hispanic culture as much as you expected? Explain.

13. How could covering Hispanic culture be improved?
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14. Usually, how many hours of work/study a week did you spend on this class? Was it what you
expected?
15. Was the class as difficult as you expected it to be? Explain.

16. How and where do you expect to use/practice what you learned in this class?

17. From 0 (I absolutely hated it) to 5 (I definitely loved it), how much did you like this class?
18. Do you plan to take more Spanish courses? Did taking this class influence that decision?

19. From 1 (very poor) to 5 (excellent), how would you rate the following elements of the class?
Textbook

_____

Other materials

_____

Addressing culture

_____

Addressing writing

_____

Addressing reading

_____

Addressing grammar _____

The teacher

_____

20. If you rated 1 or 2 any of the class elements in 19, please explain briefly.

¡MUCHAS GRACIAS!
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APPENDIX C
PILOT STUDY -- STUDENT INTERVIEW
1. Name
2. Major & classes this semester
3. Ethnic background of family & generation in the U.S.
4. Home language (details). Do you think of yourself as SPAN dominant, ENGL dominant, or
equally proficient in both?
5. How do you feel about your Spanish, the Spanish you speak?
6. Spanish instruction before this course
7. How did you find out about Span 226/227?
8. Why did you decide to take it?
9. Now, do you think it was a good idea to take SHS? Why?
10. Before class started, what did you THINK/EXPECT you were going to learn/cover in SHS/SNS
I/II/III? Did you learn/cover what you expected?
11. Before class started, what did you WANT to learn/cover in SHS/SNS I/II/III? Did you
learn/cover what you wanted?
12. How did you THINK/EXPECT the class was going to be taught? How did you WANT it to
be taught?
13. How is the class conducted? What methods are used? Is it what you EXPECTED?
14. How did you EXPECT/WANT the class to cover Hispanic culture? How does it actually
cover it?
15. How many hours of work/study a week did you EXPECT to spend on this class? How many
hours are you actually spending on it?
16. How difficult did you EXPECT this class to be? How difficult is it?
17. What would you change about the class? (What should it cover/not cover?)
18. From 0 to 5, how do you like the professor?
19. What could he/she change?
20. Has this class had any effect on your Spanish skills?
• Speaking
• Writing
• Reading
• Understanding
• Grammar
• Formal dialects
• Culture
• Dialect variation
21. What final outcome/result in your Spanish do you expect from this class?
22. How and where do you EXPECT to use/practice what you learn in this class?
23. From 0 (I absolutely hate it) to 5 (I definitely love it), how much do you like this class so far?
24. Do you plan to take more SPAN classes? If YES, what courses?
25. Has SPAN 226/227 influenced that decision in any way?
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26. If no Foreign Language credit were awarded, just elective credit, would you have taken the
class?
27. Has the class/program had any effect on how you see yourself as a Hispanic (in the U.S.),
other Hispanics, how you relate to other Hispanics?
28. Do you want your children to be bilingual SPAN-ENGL? If YES, how do you plan to
accomplish that?
29. Anything else that you would like to add, clarify, comment?
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APPENDIX D
PILOT STUDY -- PROFESSOR INTERVIEW
1. Name
2. Academic background
3. How long teaching SNS/SHS?
4. Where taught SNS/SHS before or besides UNLV?
5. What else you teach or have taught?
6. How does teaching SNS/SHS compare to teaching SPAN 1, 2, 3, 4, or more advanced
courses?
7. Explain the SNS/SHS program here
• Placement
• Curriculum
• Assessment
• Textbook
• If it fulfills FL requirement or any other requirement
• How are the different skills addressed?
8. What do YOU emphasize in YOUR SNS/SHS classroom?
9. What do you think is the function of SNS/SHS programs?
• Language skills
• Identity
• Family & community relations
• Self-image or self-concept
• Work
• Further educational pursuits
10. What do YOU expect students to get from this program and why?
11. What do YOU think THEY EXPECT to get out of it?
12. Are their expectations usually met?
13. What do YOU think students sign up for SNS/SHS (what is their motivation)?
14. Why not sign up for regular SPAN or another language?
15. How satisfied do YOU think students are after taking SNS/SHS at UNLV?
16. Why do YOU think only a few students sign up for SNS/SHS courses in an area like Las
Vegas with thousands of Hispanics?
17. Has this program grown?
18. Are there plans for its growth or expansion?
19. How has the program changed since you have been a part of it?
20. What, in your opinion, could or should be improved or changed?
21. Can anybody teach SNS/SHS?
22. What skills are needed?
23. How were you trained?
24. Why were you selected to teach these courses?
25. What do you expect to happen to this program in the next 5, 10 years?
26. Anything else you want to add, clarify, comment?
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APPENDIX E
DISSERTATION STUDY -- STUDENT SURVEY

1. Gender:

Male ____

Female ____

2. Age:

________

3. What is your parents’ ethnicity/nationality?
Mother ____________________

Father ____________________

4. What is the ethnicity/nationality of your maternal grandparents?
Grandmother ____________________

Grandfather ____________________

5. What is the ethnicity/nationality of your paternal grandparents?
Grandmother ____________________

Grandfather ____________________

6. You think of yourself as:
Spanish dominant ____

English dominant ____

Equally proficient in both ____

7. What percentage of the time is Spanish spoken in your house?
0-5% ___

6-20% ___

21-40% ___

41-60% ___

8. Did you attend school in a Spanish-speaking country?

61-80% ___

81-100% ___

Yes ___

No ___

9. If you answered YES to 8, how many years did you attend there? _______________
10. Have you taken Spanish classes before?

No ____

Yes, Spanish for Native/Heritage Speakers ____

Yes, Spanish for Non-Natives ____

11. What is your final educational goal?
Bachelor’s ____

Master’s ____

Doctorate ____

12. How do you feel about your Spanish, the Spanish you speak?
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Other ______________

13. Before the semester started, what did you EXPECT to learn in this class? Check all that apply.
Grammar

____

Writing

____

Reading

____

Accents

____

Speaking

____

Culture

____

Vocabulary

____

Pronunciation ____

Spelling

____

Literature

History

____

Formal Span ____
Verb conjugation

____

____

14. Before the semester started, what did you WANT to learn in this class? Check all that apply.
Grammar

____

Writing

____

Reading

____

Accents

____

Speaking

____

Culture

____

Vocabulary

____

Pronunciation ____

Spelling

____

Literature

History

____

Formal Span ____
Verb conjugation

____

____

15. What are you goals for this class by the end of the semester? Check all that apply.
Improve speaking skills

____

Improve listening skills

____

Improve writing skills

____

Improve reading skills

____

Improve grammar skills

____

Improve spelling skills

____

Learn how to use accents

____

Get acquainted with literature ____

Communicate at a professional level ____

Fulfill college requirement

Learn more about Spanish-speaking cultures ____
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____

Other __________________

16. Please check ALL the statements that apply to you.
I am taking this Spanish class because…
a) ____ I want to travel to a Spanish-speaking country
b) ____ I need it to fulfill a degree requirement
c) ____ it was recommended by an academic advisor
d) ____ I think it may help me in my future career/job
e) ____ I want to communicate with family and friends
f) ____ it is part of my ethnic heritage
g) ____ my parent(s)/family encouraged me to do so
h) ____ I want to pass it on to my children
i) ____ I want to maintain and/or improve my Spanish language skills
j) ____ I am interested in reading material in Spanish (printed and/or online)

17. Please check ALL the statements that apply to you.
As a result of taking this Spanish class…
a) ____ I have been trying to learn more about Hispanic history and culture.
b) ____ I have joined or would like to join Hispanic organizations or groups
c) ____ I have a better sense of what it means to be Hispanic
d) ____ I am happy to be Hispanic
e) ____ I have a stronger sense of belonging to the Hispanic community
f) ____ I am proud of the Hispanic community and its accomplishments
g) ____ I participate more on Hispanic cultural practices (food, music, traditions)
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18. There are many different ways in which people consider themselves. Which ONE of the
following best describes how you view yourself? Please circle only ONE.

a) I consider myself basically a Hispanic/Latino person. Even though I live in America, I still view
myself as a Hispanic/Latino person.
b) I consider myself basically as an American. Even though I have a Hispanic/Latino background
and characteristics, I still view myself as an American.
c) I consider myself a Hispanic-American, although deep down I always know that I am
Hispanic/Latino.
d) I consider myself a Hispanic-American, although deep down I view myself as an American first.
e) I consider myself a Hispanic-American. I have both Hispanic and American characteristics and I
view myself as a blend of both.

19. I would like other people to regard me as (please circle only ONE):
a) Hispanic/Latino

b) American c) Hispanic American

d) Other ________________

20. Would you like to volunteer for a 30-minute interview to talk about this class/program?
NO ____

YES ____

If you marked YES for item 20, please let the researcher know when you hand in the survey.

¡MUCHAS GRACIAS!
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APPENDIX F
DISSERTATION STUDY -- STUDENT INTERVIEW
1. Name
2. Major & classes this semester
3. Ethnic background of family & generation in the U.S.
4. Home language (details). Do you think of yourself as SPAN dominant, ENGL dominant, or
equally proficient in both?
5. How do you feel about your Spanish, the Spanish you speak?
6. Spanish instruction before this course
7. Why did you decide to take SHS?
8. Did you take the class with a specific purpose in mind?
9. Now, do you think it was a good idea to take SHS? Why?
10. Before class started, what did you THINK/EXPECT you were going to learn/cover in SHS I/II/?
Did you learn/cover what you expected?
11. Before class started, what did you WANT to learn/cover in SHS I/II? Did you learn/cover
what you wanted?
12. How did you THINK/EXPECT the class was going to be taught? How did you WANT it to
be taught?
13. What type/dialect of Spanish did you THINK/EXPECT the professor would use in the
classroom? Is it what you expected?
14. How is the class conducted? What methods are used? Is it what you EXPECTED?
15. How did you EXPECT/WANT the class to cover Hispanic culture? How does it actually
cover it?
16. How many hours of work/study a week did you EXPECT to spend on this class? How many
hours are you actually spending on it?
17. How difficult did you EXPECT this class to be? How difficult is it?
18. What would you change about the class? (What should it cover/not cover?)
19. From 0 to 5, how do you like the professor?
20. What could he/she change?
21. Did you think improving your Spanish skills would help you communicate better with
anybody? (Family, community, co-workers, customers, when traveling)
22. Do you think it is important to speak your family’s language? Why?
23. How do your parents/family feel about you speaking Spanish? Taking this class?
24. How and where do you EXPECT to use/practice what you learn in this class?
25. From 0 (I absolutely hate it) to 5 (I definitely love it), how much do you like this class so far?
26. Do you plan to take more SPAN classes? If YES, what courses?
27. If no Foreign Language credit were awarded, just elective credit, would you have taken the
class?
28. Has the class/program had any effect on how you see yourself as a Hispanic (in the U.S.),
other Hispanics, how you relate to other Hispanics?
29. Do you want your children to be bilingual SPAN-ENGL? If YES, how do you plan to
accomplish that?
30. Anything else that you would like to add, clarify, comment?
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APPENDIX G
DISSERTATION STUDY -- PROFESSOR INTERVIEW
1. Name
2. Academic background
3. How long teaching SHS?
4. Where taught SHS before or besides here?
5. What else you teach or have taught?
6. How does teaching SHS compare to teaching SPAN 1, 2, 3, 4, or more advanced courses?
7. Explain the SHS program at this institution in reference to…
• Placement
• Curriculum
• Assessment
• Textbook
• If it fulfills FL requirement or any other requirement
• How are the different skills addressed?
8. What do YOU emphasize in YOUR SHS classroom and why?
9. What do you think is the function of SHS programs in reference to…?
• Language skills
• Identity
• Family & community relations
• Self-image or self-concept
• Work
• Further educational pursuits
10. What do YOU expect students to get from this program and why? How would students
benefit from meeting your expectations?
11. What do YOU think THEY EXPECT to get out of it? What do YOU think THEY would
LIKE to learn/cover in this class/program?
12. Are their expectations usually met?
13. Why do YOU think students sign up for SHS (what is their motivation)?
14. How/where do you think they are going to use/practice what they learn in your class?
15. How do you think their families feel about them taking this class and improving their
Spanish? Do they influence them to do so?
16. Why not sign up for regular SPAN or another language?
17. How satisfied do YOU think students are after taking SHS at _______?
18. Why do YOU think only a few students sign up for SHS courses in areas with thousands of
Hispanics?
19. Has this program grown?
20. Are there plans for its growth or expansion?
21. How has the program changed since you have been a part of it?
22. What, in your opinion, could or should be improved or changed?
23. Can anybody teach SHS?
24. What skills are needed?
25. How were you trained?
26. Why were you selected to teach these courses?
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27. What do you expect to happen to this program in the next 5, 10 years?
28. Anything else you want to add, clarify, comment?
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APPENDIX H
TRANSCRIBER’S CONFIDENTIALITY AGREEMENT
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APPENDIX I
CROSS TABULATIONS TABLES
Table A1.
Dominant Language & Student Expectation Writing
Ewriting
Yes
Dominant Spanish
Language

Total

Count
% within Dom
Lang
% within Ewriting
English
Count
% within Dom
Lang
% within Ewriting
Equally
Count
Proficient % within Dom
In both
Lang
% within Ewriting
Count
% within Dom
Lang
% within Ewriting
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No

Total

2
50.0%
1.9%

2
50.0%
13.3%

4
100.0%
3.3%

59
93.7%
55.7%

4
6.3%
26.7%

63
100.0%
52.1%

45
83.3%
42.5%

9
16.7%
60.0%

54
100.0%
44.6%

106
87.6%
100.0%

15
12.4%
100.0%

121
100.0%
100.0%

Table A2.
Dominant Language & Student Expectation Literature
Eliterature
Yes
Dominant Spanish
Language

Total

Count
% within Dom
Lang
% within
Eliterature
English
Count
% within Dom
Lang
% within
Eliterature
Equally
Count
Proficient % within Dom
In both
Lang
% within
Eliterature
Count
% within Dom
Lang
% within
Eliterature

No

Total

3
75.0%
7.5%

1
25.0%
1.2%

4
100.0%
3.3%

15
23.8%
37.5%

48
76.2%
59.3%

63
100.0%
52.1%

22
40.7%
55.0%

32
59.3%
39.5%

54
100.0%
44.6%

40
33.1%
100.0%

81
66.9%
100.0%

121
100.0%
100.0%

Table A3.
Dominant Language & Student Expectation Reading
Ereading
Yes
Dominant Spanish
Language

Total

Count
% within Dom
Lang
% within Ereading
English
Count
% within Dom
Lang
% within Ereading
Equally
Count
Proficient % within Dom
In both
Lang
% within Ereading
Count
% within Dom
Lang
% within Ereading
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No

Total

2
50.0%
2.6%

2
50.0%
4.4%

4
100.0%
3.3%

47
74.6%
61.8%

16
25.4%
35.6%

63
100.0%
52.1%

27
50.0%
35.5%

27
50.0%
60.0%

54
100.0%
44.6%

76
62.8%
100.0%

45
37.2%
100.0%

121
100.0%
100.0%

Table A4.
Dominant Language & Student Expectation Culture
Eculture
Yes
Dominant Spanish
Language

Total

Count
% within Dom
Lang
% within Eculture
English
Count
% within Dom
Lang
% within Eculture
Equally
Count
Proficient % within Dom
In both
Lang
% within Eculture
Count
% within Dom
Lang
% within Eculture

No

Total

3
75.0%
6.4%

1
25.0%
1.4%

4
100.0%
3.3%

14
22.2%
29.8%

49
77.8%
66.2%

63
100.0%
52.1%

30
55.6%
63.8%

24
44.4%
32.4%

54
100.0%
44.6%

47
38.8%
100.0%

74
61.2%
100.0%

121
100.0%
100.0%

Table A5.
Dominant Language & Student Expectation History
Ehistory
Yes
Dominant Spanish
Language

Total

Count
% within Dom
Lang
% within Ehistory
English
Count
% within Dom
Lang
% within Ehistory
Equally
Count
Proficient % within Dom
In both
Lang
% within Ehistory
Count
% within Dom
Lang
% within Ehistory
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No

Total

2
50.0%
6.7%

2
50.0%
2.2%

4
100.0%
3.3%

7
11.1%
23.3%

56
88.9%
61.5%

63
100.0%
52.1%

21
38.9%
70.0%

33
61.1%
36.3%

54
100.0%
44.6%

30
24.8%
100.0%

91
75.2%
100.0%

121
100.0%
100.0%

Table A6.
Dominant Language & Student Want Vocabulary
Wvocabulary
Yes
No
4
0
100.0%
0.0%
4.5%
0.0%

Dominant Spanish
Language

Total

Count
% within Dom
Lang
% within Wvocab
English
Count
% within Dom
Lang
% within Wvocab
Equally
Count
Proficient % within Dom
In both
Lang
% within Wvocab
Count
% within Dom
Lang
% within Wvocab

Total
4
100.0%
3.3%

52
82.5%
59.1%

11
17.5%
33.3%

63
100.0%
52.1%

32
59.3%
36.4%

22
40.7%
66.7%

54
100.0%
44.6%

88
72.7%
100.0%

33
27.3%
100.0%

121
100.0%
100.0%

Table A7.
Dominant Language & Student Want Speaking
Wspeaking
Yes
No
0
4
0.0%
100.0%
0.0%
6.9%

Dominant Spanish
Language

Total

Count
% within Dom
Lang
% within
Wspeaking
English
Count
% within Dom
Lang
% within
Wspeaking
Equally
Count
Proficient % within Dom
In both
Lang
% within
Wspeaking
Count
% within Dom
Lang
% within
Wspeaking
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Total
4
100.0%
3.3%

42
66.7%
66.7%

21
33.3%
36.2%

63
100.0%
52.1%

21
38.9%
33.3%

33
61.1%
56.9%

54
100.0%
44.6%

63
52.1%
100.0%

58
47.9%
100.0%

121
100.0%
100.0%

Table A8.
Dominant Language & Student Want Reading
Wreading
Yes
Dominant Spanish
Language

Total

Count
% within Dom
Lang
% within Wreading
English
Count
% within Dom
Lang
% within Wreading
Equally
Count
Proficient % within Dom
In both
Lang
% within Wreading
Count
% within Dom
Lang
% within Wreading

No

Total

3
75.0%
5.2%

1
25.0%
1.6%

4
100.0%
3.3%

37
58.7%
63.8%

26
41.3%
41.3%

63
100.0%
52.1%

18
33.3%
31.0%

36
66.7%
57.1%

54
100.0%
44.6%

58
47.9%
100.0%

63
52.1%
100.0%

121
100.0%
100.0%

Table A9.
Attended school in Spanish-speaking country & Student Expectation Culture
Eculture
Total
Yes
No
Attended Yes
Count
15
9
24
School
% within Attended
62.5%
37.5%
100.0%
Span cty
% within Eculture
31.9%
12.3%
20.0%
No
Count
32
64
96
% within Attended
33.3%
66.7%
100.0%
% within Eculture
68.1%
87.7%
80.0%
Total
Count
47
73
120
% within Attended
39.2%
60.8%
100.0%
% within Eculture
100.0%
100.0%
100.0%
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Table A10.
Attended school in Spanish-speaking country & Student Want Culture
Gcultures
Yes
No
Attended Yes
Count
13
11
School
% within Attended
54.2%
45.8%
Span cty
% within Wculture
31.0%
14.1%
No
Count
29
67
% within Attended
30.2%
69.8%
% within Wculture
69.0%
85.9%
Total
Count
42
78
% within Attended
35.0%
65.0%
% within Wculture
100.0%
100.0%

Table A11.
Previous Spanish classes taken & Student Expectation Culture
Eculture
Yes
No
Previous No
Count
11
28
SPAN
% within SPAN
28.2%
71.8%
classes
clas
23.4%
38.4%
% within Eculture
Yes,
Count
31
34
SHS
% within SPAN
47.7%
52.3%
clas
66.0%
46.6%
% within Eculture
Yes,
Count
3
11
Span for % within SPAN
21.4%
78.6%
nonclas
6.4%
15.1%
natives
% within Eculture
Yes,
Count
2
0
SHS &
% within SPAN
100.0%
0.0%
SNN
clas
4.3%
0.0%
% within Eculture
Total
Count
47
73
% within SPAN
39.2%
60.8%
clas
100.0%
100.0%
% within Eculture
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Total
24
100.0%
20.0%
96
100.0%
80.0%
120
100.0%
100.0%

Total
39
100.0%
32.5%
65
100.0%
54.2%
14
100.0%
11.7%
2
100.0%
1.7%
120
100.0%
100.0%

Table A12.
Previous Spanish classes taken & Student Want Spelling
Wspelling
Yes
Previous No
Count
32
SPAN
% within SPAN
82.1%
classes
clas
37.2%
% within Wspelling
Yes,
Count
40
SHS
% within SPAN
61.5%
clas
46.5%
% within Wspelling
Yes,
Count
13
Span for % within SPAN
92.9%
nonclas
15.1%
natives
% within Wspelling
Yes,
Count
1
SHS &
% within SPAN
50.0%
SNN
clas
1.2%
% within Wspelling
Total
Count
86
% within SPAN
71.7%
clas
100.0%
% within Wspelling
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No

Total

7
17.9%
20.6%

39
100.0%
32.5%

25
38.5%
73.5%

65
100.0%
54.2%

1
7.1%
2.9%

14
100.0%
11.7%

1
50.0%
2.9%

2
100.0%
1.7%

34
28.3%
100.0%

121
100.0%
100.0%

Table A13.
University attended & Student Expectation Verb Conjugation
EverbConjugation
Yes
No
School
NV1
Count
18
7
attended
% within school
72.0%
28.0%
% within
28.1%
12.3%
EverbConj
CAS
Count
15
21
% within school
41.7%
58.3%
% within
23.4%
36.8%
EverbConj
UTX
Count
17
24
% within school
41.5%
58.5%
% within
26.6%
42.1%
EverbConj
NV2
Count
14
5
% within school
73.7%
26.3%
% within
21.9%
8.8%
EverbConj
Total
Count
64
57
% within school
52.9%
47.1%
% within
100.0%
100.0%
EverbConj

Total
25
100.0%
20.7%
36
100.0%
29.8%
41
100.0%
33.9%
19
100.0%
15.7%
121
100.0%
100.0%

Table A14.
University attended & Student Expectation Culture
Eculture
School
attended

NV1
CAS
UTX
NV2

Total

Yes

No

16
64.0%
34.0%
14
38.9%
29.8%
7
17.1%
14.9%
10
52.6%
21.3%
47
38.8%
100.0%

9
36.0%
12.2%
22
61.1%
29.7%
34
82.9%
45.9%
9
47.4%
12.2%
74
61.2%
100.0%

Count
% within school
% within Eculture
Count
% within school
% within Eculture
Count
% within school
% within Eculture
Count
% within school
% within Eculture
Count
% within school
% within Eculture
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Total
25
100.0%
20.7%
36
100.0%
29.8%
41
100.0%
33.9%
19
100.0%
15.7%
121
100.0%
100.0%

Table A15.
University attended & Student Want Verb Conjugation
WverbConjugation
Yes
No
School
NV1
Count
15
10
attended
% within school
60.0%
40.0%
% within
30.0%
14.1%
WverbConj
CAS
Count
7
29
% within school
19.4%
80.6%
% within
14.0%
40.8%
WverbConj
UTX
Count
16
25
% within school
39.0%
61.0%
% within
32.0%
35.2%
WverbConj
NV2
Count
12
7
% within school
63.2%
36.8%
% within
24.0%
9.9%
WverbConj
Total
Count
50
71
% within school
41.3%
58.7%
% within
100.0%
100.0%
WverbConj

Table A16.
Student Expectation Grammar & Student Want Grammar
Wgrammar
Yes
No
Egrammar Yes
Count
92
18
% within Egrammar
83.6%
16.4%
% within Wgrammar
97.9%
66.7%
No
Count
2
9
% within Egrammar
18.2%
81.8%
% within Wgrammar
2.1%
33.3%
Total
Count
94
27
% within Egrammar
77.7%
22.3%
% within Wgrammar
100.0%
100.0%
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Total
25
100.0%
20.7%
36
100.0%
29.8%
41
100.0%
33.9%
19
100.0%
15.7%
121
100.0%
100.0%

Total
110
100.0%
90.9%
11
100.0%
9.1%
121
100.0%
100.0%

Table A17.
Student Expectation Accents & Student Want Accents
Waccents
Eaccents

Yes
No

Total

Count
% within Eaccents
% within Waccents
Count
% within Eaccents
% within Waccents
Count
% within Eaccents
% within Waccents

Yes

No

103
92.8%
96.3%
4
40.0%
3.7%
107
88.4%
100.0%

8
7.2%
57.1%
6
60.0%
42.9%
14
11.6%
100.0%

Table A18.
Student Expectation Vocabulary & Student Want Vocabulary
Wvocabulary
Yes
No
Evocabulary Yes
Count
79
15
% within Evocab
84.0%
16.0%
% within Wvocab
89.8%
45.5%
No
Count
9
18
% within Evocab
33.3%
66.7%
% within Wvocab
10.2%
54.5%
Total
Count
88
33
% within Evocab
72.7%
27.3%
% within Wvocab
100.0%
100.0%
Table A19.
Student Expectation Formal Spanish & Student Want Formal Spanish
WformalSpan
Yes
No
EformalSpan Yes
Count
48
15
% within EforSpan
76.2%
23.8%
% within WforSpan
76.2%
25.9%
No
Count
15
43
% within EforSpan
25.9%
74.1%
% within WforSpan
23.8%
74.1%
Total
Count
63
58
% within EforSpan
52.1%
47.9%
% within WforSpan
100.0%
100.0%
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Total
111
100.0%
91.7%
10
100.0%
9.1%
121
100.0%
100.0%

Total
94
100.0%
77.7%
27
100.0%
22.3%
121
100.0%
100.0%

Total
63
100.0%
90.9%
58
100.0%
9.1%
121
100.0%
100.0%

Table A20.
Student Expectation Verb Conjugation & Student Want Verb Conjugation
Wverbconj
Yes
No
Everbconj Yes
Count
42
22
% within Everbconj
65.6%
34.4%
% within Wverbconj
84.0%
31.0%
No
Count
8
49
% within Everbconj
14.0%
86.0%
% within Wverbconj
16.0%
69.0%
Total
Count
50
71
% within Everbconj
41.3%
58.7%
% within Wverbconj
100.0%
100.0%

Total
64
100.0%
52.9%
57
100.0%
47.1%
121
100.0%
100.0%

Table A21.
Student Expectation Writing & Student Want Writing
Wwriting
Ewriting

Yes
No

Total

Count
% within Ewriting
% within Wwriting
Count
% within Ewriting
% within Wwriting
Count
% within Ewriting
% within Wwriting

Yes

No

88
83.0%
93.6%
6
40.0%
6.4%
94
77.7%
100.0%

18
17.0%
66.7%
9
81.8%
33.3%
27
22.3%
100.0%

Table A22.
Student Expectation Speaking & Student Want Speaking
Wspeaking
Yes
No
Espeaking Yes
Count
55
21
% within Espeaking
72.4%
27.6%
% within Wspeaking
87.3%
36.2%
No
Count
8
37
% within Espeaking
17.8%
82.2%
% within Wspeaking
12.7%
63.8%
Total
Count
63
58
% within Espeaking
52.1%
47.9%
% within Wspeaking
100.0%
100.0%
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Total
106
100.0%
87.6%
15
100.0%
12.4%
121
100.0%
100.0%

Total
76
100.0%
62.8%
45
100.0%
37.2%
121
100.0%
100.0%

Table A23.
Student Expectation Pronunciation & Student Want Pronunciation
Wpronunciation
Yes
No
Epronunciation Yes
Count
58
23
% within Epronun
71.6%
28.4%
% within Wpronun
89.2%
41.1%
No
Count
7
33
% within Epronun
17.5%
82.5%
% within Wpronun
10.8%
58.9%
Total
Count
65
56
% within Epronun
53.7%
46.3%
% within Wpronun
100.0%
100.0%
Table A24.
Student Expectation Literature & Student Want Literature
Wliterature
Yes
No
Eliterature Yes
Count
19
21
% within Eliterat
47.5%
52.5%
% within Wliterat
57.6%
23.9%
No
Count
14
67
% within Eliterat
17.3%
82.7%
% within Wliterat
42.4%
76.1%
Total
Count
33
88
% within Eliterat
27.3%
72.7%
% within Wliterat
100.0%
100.0%
Table A25.
Student Expectation Reading & Student Want Reading
Wreading
Yes
Ereading Yes
Count
52
% within Ereading
68.4%
% within Wreading
89.7%
No
Count
6
% within Ereading
13.3%
% within Wreading
10.3%
Total
Count
58
% within Ereading
47.9%
% within Wreading
100.0%
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No
24
31.6%
38.1%
39
86.7%
61.9%
63
52.1%
100.0%

Total
81
100.0%
66.9%
40
100.0%
33.1%
121
100.0%
100.0%

Total
40
100.0%
33.1%
81
100.0%
66.9%
121
100.0%
100.0%

Total
76
100.0%
62.8%
45
100.0%
37.2%
121
100.0%
100.0%

Table A26.
Student Expectation Culture & Student Want Culture
Wculture
Eculture

Yes
No

Total

Count
% within Eculture
% within Wculture
Count
% within Eculture
% within Wculture
Count
% within Eculture
% within Wculture

Yes

No

27
57.4%
62.8%
16
21.6%
37.2%
43
35.5%
100.0%

20
42.6%
25.6%
58
78.4%
74.4%
78
64.5%
100.0%

Table A27.
Student Expectation Spelling & Student Want Spelling
Wspelling
Yes
Espelling Yes
Count
83
% within Espelling
83.8%
% within Wspelling
96.5%
No
Count
3
% within Espelling
13.6%
% within Wspelling
3.5%
Total
Count
86
% within Espelling
71.1%
% within Wspelling
100.0%

No
16
16.2%
45.7%
19
86.4%
54.3%
35
28.9%
100.0%

Total
47
100.0%
38.8%
74
100.0%
61.2%
121
100.0%
100.0%

Total
99
100.0%
81.8%
22
100.0%
18.2%
121
100.0%
100.0%

Table A28.
Student Expectation History & Student Want History
Whistory
Ehistory

Yes
No

Total

Count
% within Ehistory
% within Whistory
Count
% within Ehistory
% within Whistory
Count
% within Ehistory
% within Whistory

Yes

No

16
53.3%
55.2%
13
14.3%
44.8%
29
24.0%
100.0%

14
46.7%
15.2%
78
85.7%
84.8%
92
76.0%
100.0%
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Total
30
100.0%
24.8%
91
100.0%
75.2%
121
100.0%
100.0%

Table A29.
Gender & Student Goal learn more about Spanish-speaking cultures
Gculture
Yes
No
Gender
Male
Count
6
31
% within Gender
16.2%
83.8%
% within Cultures
17.1%
36.5%
Female
Count
29
54
% within Gender
34.9%
65.1%
% within Cultures
82.9%
63.5%
Total
Count
35
85
% within Gender
29.2%
70.8%
% within Cultures
100.0%
100.0%

Total
37
100.0%
30.8%
83
100.0%
69.2%
120
100.0%
100.0%

Table A30.
Gender & Class taken to help future career/job

Gender

Male

Female

Total

Count
% within Gender
% within
Classhelpcareer
Count
% within Gender
% within
Classhelpcareer
Count
% within Gender
% within
Classhelpcareer

Classhelpcareer
Yes
No
21
16
56.8%
43.2%
22.3%
61.5%

Total
37
100.0%
30.8%

73
88.0%
77.7%

10
12.0%
38.5%

83
100.0%
69.2%

94
78.3%
100.0%

26
21.7%
100.0%

120
100.0%
100.0%
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Table A31
Dominant Language & Student Goal Improve Reading Skills
Greading
Yes
No
Dominant Spanish
Count
3
31
Language
% within Dom
75.0%
25.0%
Lang
3.8%
2.3%
% within Greading
English
Count
47
16
% within Dom
74.6%
25.4%
Lang
60.3%
37.2%
% within Greading
Equally
Count
28
26
Proficient % within Dom
51.9%
48.1%
In both
Lang
35.9%
60.5%
% within Greading
Total
Count
35
85
% within Dom
29.2%
70.8%
Lang
100.0%
100.0%
% within Greading
Table A32.
Dominant Language & Student Goal Fulfill College Requirement
Gcollegereq
Yes
No
Dominant Spanish
Count
0
4
Language
% within Dom
0.0%
100.0%
Lang
0.0%
8.2%
% within
Gcollegereq
English
Count
41
22
% within Dom
65.1%
34.9%
Lang
56.9%
44.9%
% within
Gcollegereq
Equally
Count
31
23
Proficient % within Dom
57.4%
42.6%
In both
Lang
43.1%
46.9%
% within
Gcollegereq
Total
Count
72
49
% within Dom
59.5%
40.5%
Lang
100.0%
100.0%
% within
Gcollegereq
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Total
4
100.0%
3.3%
63
100.0%
52.1%
54
100.0%
44.6%
121
100.0%
100.0%

Total
4
100.0%
3.3%
63
100.0%
52.1%
54
100.0%
44.6%
121
100.0%
100.0%

Table A33.
Dominant Language & Class taken to communicate with family and friends
Classcommunicate
Yes
No
Dominant Spanish
Count
0
4
Language
% within Dom
0.0%
100.0%
Lang
0.0%
6.3%
% within
Classcommunicate
English
Count
36
27
% within Dom
57.1%
42.9%
Lang
63.2%
42.2%
% within
Classcommunicate
Equally
Count
21
33
Proficient % within Dom
38.9%
61.1%
In both
Lang
36.8%
51.6%
% within
Classcommunicate
Total
Count
57
64
% within Dom
47.1%
52.9%
Lang
100.0%
100.0%
% within
Classcommunicate

Total
4
100.0%
3.3%
63
100.0%
52.1%
54
100.0%
44.6%
121
100.0%
100.0%

Table A34.
Attended school in a Spanish-speaking country & Student Goal learn more about Spanishspeaking cultures
Gcultures
Total
Yes
No
Attended Yes
Count
12
12
24
School
% within Attended
50.0%
50.0%
100.0%
Span cty
% within Gcultures
34.3%
14.1%
20.0%
No
Count
23
73
96
% within Attended
24.0%
76.0%
100.0%
% within Gcultures
65.7%
85.9%
80.0%
Total
Count
35
85
120
% within Attended
29.2%
70.8%
100.0%
% within Gcultures
100.0%
100.0%
100.0%
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Table A35.
Attended school in a Spanish-speaking country & Class taken because recommended by
academic advisor
Classrecommended
Total
Yes
No
Attended Yes
Count
9
15
24
School
% within Attended
37.5%
62.5%
100.0%
Span cty
% within
42.9%
15.2%
20.0%
Classrecommended
No
Count
12
84
96
% within Attended
12.5%
87.5%
100.0%
% within
57.1%
84.8%
80.0%
Classrecommended
Total
Count
21
99
120
% within Attended
17.5%
82.5%
100.0%
% within
100.0%
100.0%
100.0%
Classrecommended

Table A36.
Previous Spanish classes taken & Student Goal Reading
Greading
Yes
No
Previous No
Count
30
9
SPAN
% within SPAN
76.9%
23.1%
classes
clas
38.5%
21.4%
% within Greading
Yes,
Count
35
30
SHS
% within SPAN
53.8%
46.2%
clas
44.9%
71.4%
% within Greading
Yes,
Count
11
3
Span for % within SPAN
78.6%
21.4%
nonclas
14.1%
7.1%
natives
% within Greading
Yes,
Count
2
0
SHS &
% within SPAN
100.0%
0.0%
SNN
clas
2.6%
0.0%
% within Greading
Total
Count
78
42
% within SPAN
65.0%
35.0%
clas
100.0%
100.0%
% within Greading
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Total
39
100.0%
32.5%
65
100.0%
54.2%
14
100.0%
11.7%
2
100.0%
1.7%
121
100.0%
100.0%

Table A37.
University attended & Student Goal learn more about Spanish-speaking cultures
Gcultures
Total
Yes
No
School
NV1
Count
12
13
25
attended
% within school
48.0%
52.0%
100.0%
% within Gcultures
34.3%
15.1%
20.7%
CAS
Count
9
27
36
% within school
25.0%
75.0%
100.0%
% within Gcultures
25.7%
31.4%
29.8%
UTX
Count
7
34
41
% within school
17.1%
82.9%
100.0%
% within Gcultures
20.0%
39.5%
33.9%
NV2
Count
7
12
19
% within school
36.8%
63.2%
100.0%
% within Gcultures
20.0%
14.0%
15.7%
Total
Count
35
86
121
% within school
28.9%
71.1%
100.0%
% within Gcultures
100.0%
100.0%
100.0%

Table A38.
University attended & Student Goal Improve Listening Skills
Glistening
Yes
School
NV1
Count
11
attended
% within school
44.0%
% within
19.6%
Glistening
CAS
Count
11
% within school
30.6%
% within
19.6%
Glistening
UTX
Count
26
% within school
63.4%
% within
46.4%
Glistening
NV2
Count
8
% within school
42.1%
% within
14.3%
Glistening
Total
Count
56
% within school
46.3%
% within
100.0%
Glistening
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No

Total

14
56.0%
21.5%

25
100.0%
20.7%

25
69.4%
38.5%

36
100.0%
29.8%

15
36.6%
23.1%

41
100.0%
33.9%

11
57.9%
16.9%

19
100.0%
15.7%

65
53.7%
100.0%

121
100.0%
100.0%

Table A39.
University attended & Student Goal Fulfill College Requirement
Gcollegereq
Yes
No
School
NV1
Count
16
9
attended
% within school
64.0%
36.0%
% within
22.2%
18.4%
Gcollegereq
CAS
Count
13
23
% within school
36.1%
63.9%
% within
18.1%
46.9%
Gcollegereq
UTX
Count
33
8
% within school
80.5%
19.5%
% within
45.8%
16.3%
Gcollegereq
NV2
Count
10
9
% within school
52.6%
47.4%
% within
13.9%
18.4%
Gcollegereq
Total
Count
72
49
% within school
59.5%
40.5%
% within
100.0%
100.0%
Gcollegereq
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Total
25
100.0%
20.7%
36
100.0%
29.8%
41
100.0%
33.9%
19
100.0%
15.7%
121
100.0%
100.0%

Table A40.
University attended & Class taken to travel to a Spanish-speaking country
Classtravel
Yes
No
School
NV1
Count
6
19
attended
% within school
24.0%
76.0%
% within
25.0%
19.6%
Classtravel
CAS
Count
5
31
% within school
13.9%
86.1%
% within
20.8%
32.0%
Classtravel
UTX
Count
3
38
% within school
7.3%
92.7%
% within
12.5%
39.2%
Classtravel
NV2
Count
10
9
% within school
52.6%
47.4%
% within
41.7%
9.3%
Classtravel
Total
Count
24
97
% within school
19.8%
80.2%
% within
100.0%
100.0%
Classtravel
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Total
25
100.0%
20.7%
36
100.0%
29.8%
41
100.0%
33.9%
19
100.0%
15.7%
121
100.0%
100.0%

Table A41.
University attended & Class taken to fulfill a degree requirement
Classrequirement
Yes
No
School
NV1
Count
18
7
attended
% within school
72.0%
28.0%
% within
21.4%
18.9%
Classrequirement
CAS
Count
22
14
% within school
61.1%
38.9%
% within
26.2%
37.8%
Classrequirement
UTX
Count
36
5
% within school
87.8%
12.2%
% within
42.9%
13.5%
Classrequirement
NV2
Count
8
11
% within school
42.1%
57.9%
% within
9.5%
29.7%
Classrequirement
Total
Count
84
37
% within school
69.4%
30.6%
% within
100.0%
100.0%
Classrequirement
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Total
25
100.0%
20.7%
36
100.0%
29.8%
41
100.0%
33.9%
19
100.0%
15.7%
121
100.0%
100.0%

Table A42.
University attended & Class taken to communicate with family and friends
Classcommunicate
Yes
No
School
NV1
Count
15
10
attended
% within school
60.0%
40.0%
% within
26.3%
15.6%
Classcommunicate
CAS
Count
13
23
% within school
36.1%
63.9%
% within
22.8%
35.9%
Classcommunicate
UTX
Count
15
26
% within school
36.6%
63.4%
% within
26.3%
40.6%
Classcommunicate
NV2
Count
14
5
% within school
73.7%
26.3%
% within
24.6%
7.8%
Classcommunicate
Total
Count
54
64
% within school
47.1%
52.9%
% within
100.0%
100.0%
Classcommunicate
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Total
25
100.0%
20.7%
36
100.0%
29.8%
41
100.0%
33.9%
19
100.0%
15.7%
121
100.0%
100.0%

Table A43.
University attended & Class taken to maintain/improve Spanish language skills
Classlangskills
Total
Yes
No
School
NV1
Count
25
0
25
attended
% within school
100.0%
0.0%
100.0%
% within
23.1%
0.0%
20.7%
Classlangskills
CAS
Count
33
3
36
% within school
91.7%
8.3%
100.0%
% within
30.6%
23.1%
29.8%
Classlangskills
UTX
Count
32
9
41
% within school
78.0%
22.0%
100.0%
% within
29.6%
69.2%
33.9%
Classlangskills
NV2
Count
18
1
19
% within school
94.7%
5.3%
100.0%
% within
16.7%
7.7%
15.7%
Classlangskills
Total
Count
108
13
121
% within school
89.3%
10.7%
100.0%
% within
100.0%
100.0%
100.0%
Classlangskills
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